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I have observed the misery of my people . . . ; 

I have heard their cry. . . . 

Indeed, I know their sufferings, 
and I have come down to deliver them (Exod 3:7f). 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

            This is the "dangerous book" that most Catholic bishops and their 
fanatic allies don't want you to see.   

            If you don’t read this book, you’ll never learn just how misguided 
and biblically incorrect our Catholic bishops truly are.  Nor will you be able 
to gauge the depth of the spiritual harm and physical pain they inflict upon 
parents and supporters who want to love, nurture, and protect those in 
God’s extended family who identify themselves as “queer.” 

            More importantly, this is a "dangerous book" because it puts you in 
contact with the Jesus who knew how to silence the Taliban of his day.  
You will learn from the Son of God how to bring a stop to the nonsense 
and meanness that zealots for sexual purity want to impose as God’s only 
way for entering the Kingdom of Heaven. 

            In the end, you will feel stronger and more secure, not only in your 
trust in God and in your own spiritual journey, but also in your capacity to 
speak your truth to power and to join with committed Christians and 
same-sex couples everywhere in promoting a just, transparent, and 
compassionate dialogue on a heartfelt issue that is close to us and even 
closer to our Father’s heart. 
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Dedicated to our beloved and majestic Creator  

who designed each of us uniquely 

in the wombs of our mothers. 

 

 

"The Lord called me before I was born, while 

I was in my mother's womb..."  Isaiah 49:1-2 
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duplication, mechanical recording, photocopying, translation, or by 
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brief quotations in reviews, without the previous written permission of 
the author.   

While I was creating this book online, I incorporated some of 

my own pictures.  I also borrowed some pictures found on the internet.  

At the time, I was simply doing this as an extension of the “fair use 

clause.” The issue of justice here is that the original author should be 

able to gain a profit from his/her creative work.  If anyone finds their 

work being unfairly used in this book, please contact the author at 
Milavec@Jesus4Lesbians.com and I will make sure that justice is done. 

In the course of preparing this book, I have made use of the 

research and the experience of over a hundred theologians and 

pastors.  I have also conducted personal interviews and made use of 

newspaper reports by way of documenting the needless pain and 

suffering that has been inflicted on those who support same-sex 

unions.  By way of protecting my LGBTQ sources from the wrath of the 

Christian Taliban that still operates within so many Christian churches, I 

have used fictitious names to safeguard the identity of those persons 

who spoke to me with the understanding that I would not reveal their 

true identities.  Their pain and their anger, nevertheless, daily cries out 
to Heaven. 
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Preface 

  I have been 

preparing to write this book 

for forty years.  Now, with the 

grace of God, I have the 

leisure time and the essential 

background experience to 

complete the task to which I 
have been called. 

My purpose in writing 

is to offer ordinary Christians 

and experienced pastors a 

way of coming to grips with 

the heart-breaking divisions 
and the monumental confusion that surrounds same-sex unions. 

Honest questions deserve honest answers.   

For twenty-five years I have built a reputation as an 

international scholar1 and as an innovative teacher2 dedicated to the 

formation of future priests and lay ministers.  During this time, I made 

regular contacts with anguished individuals who poured out their grief 
and despair to me:  

I heard the anguish of a seminarian who fears that he might be gay.  I heard 

the anguish of a mother who pleads with her son to give up his homosexual 

way of life and to save his immortal soul from hellfire.  I heard the anguish of a 

wife who has confessed to her husband that she is unable to love him with the 

passion he deserves because she recognizes that her passionate love is 

reserved for another woman. I heard the anguish of a dedicated teacher who 

has been trapped into signing the archbishop’s teaching contract that binds 

her never to support same-sex unions when she knows full well that she cannot 

withdraw, by even a hair length, her devotion to her dear brother who 

happens to be engaged to marry a man who is his lover. 

As I was writing my book, the American Catholic bishops were 

openly declaring that the U.S. Supreme Court ruling of 16 June 2015 

did not change their minds and that God’s Law trumps human law.  

Since then a vocal minority of bishops has been zealously 

orchestrating a campaign to shame and marginalize any Catholic 
who supports or who enters into a same-sex union.   
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Teachers are fired in my archdiocese for supporting youths who come out as 

gays or lesbians.  Lesbian couples in my parish who are active contributors to 

parish activities live in fear that their pastor will find out and that their ministries 

and/or their right to take Communion at the Sunday worship might be 

withdrawn.  A gay Catholic suffering from a heart attack was denied the last 

rites by a self-righteous hospital chaplain because he “refused to repent of his 

lifelong homosexuality.”  

Zeal for God’s law is the leading cause for strife and 

persecution within religious bodies today.  The Taliban expresses their 

zeal for the Quran by excluding girls from getting an education and 

by promoting morality police assigned to dab black paint on the 

“exposed” arms and ankles of any woman walking outdoors whom 
they deem to be “immodestly dressed.”   

Within Catholic circles, another kind of Taliban is at work.  They 

are just as misguided and heartless as the Taliban in Kabul.  Their zeal 

for God clouds their judgment.  They lie awake at night plotting the 

demise of anyone who dares to call themselves “Catholic” if they do 
not despise and outlaw same-sex unions.   

When Pope Francis extends a warm welcome to those who 

are in same-sex unions, he has been sharply criticized.  Four cardinals 

have even been so bold as to claim that Pope Francis is acting 

“heretically” and that he should do the honorable thing of retiring in 

shame.  Entire websites are devoted to denouncing our current pope3 

on the basis of his “unlawful conduct” and his “rash ideas.”  In their 

minds, Pope Francis has gone soft on sinners and their zeal for God’s 
law knows no bounds. 

So what would Jesus say and do regarding same-sex unions?  
That is what this book is all about. . . .  Let’s get started. 

Fraternally, Aaron Milavec, B.S., S.T.B., Th.D. 
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Preface to Protestant Readers 

When Martin Luther opposed the sale of indulgences, he 

demonstrated that Catholics have the right to oppose an evil practice 

even if and when it has the official approval of the Vatican.  In time, 

however, Luther moved from opposing the misuse of indulgences to 

opposing the very existence of indulgences on the basis of sola 

Scriptura.  Aware of this, I have given special attention in this book to 

the use and misuse of the Bible when searching for God’s point of 
view regarding same-sex unions.  

  When it comes to zeal for God’s law and abusive conduct 

toward those who support same-sex unions, the Catholic abuses 

detailed in this book are matched by Protestant abuses.  Hence, what 

I have discovered regarding Jesus’ opposition to the Taliban (Ch4) 

and what I report as the nonviolent resistance to abusive conduct 

(Ch5) will surely find a resonance in the hearts of those who honor the 
memory of Martin Luther. 

So, my dear reader, I fully expect that you will feel stronger and 

more secure, not only in your faith in God and in your own spiritual 

journey, but also in your capacity to speak your truth to power and to 

join with committed Christians and same-sex couples everywhere in 

promoting a just, transparent, and compassionate dialogue on a 

heartfelt issue that is important to us all. 

 

Peace and joy in your journey, 
Aaron Milavec, B.S., S.T.B., Th.D. 
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Preface to my Former Students 

I have observed the misery of my people . . . ; 

I have heard their cry. . . . 

Indeed, I know their sufferings, 

and I have come down to deliver them (Exod 3:7f). 

 

For fifty years, the vast majority of Roman Catholic priests, 

religious Sisters, and theologians have been forced into a reluctant 

silence when it comes to birth control, celibacy of priests, ordination of 

women, and homosexuality.  I myself, while teaching in Roman 

Catholic seminaries for twenty-five years, was required to keep a 

guarded silence on all these issues. But this reluctant obedience has 

not served me nor has it served those whom I helped prepare for lay 
and ordained ministry.  

  In turn, I, as I Catholic theologian, have not served you [the 
present reader] by my complicity in keeping silent. 

  As Fr. Helmut 

Schüller, the charismatic 

founder of the Austrian 

Priests’ Initiative, says, 

“Obedience has been 

overrated. The times require 

of us that we speak out.” 

Hence, 425 priests joined 

together in drafting their 

“Appeal to Disobedience” in 

which they pledged to God 

and to his people to bring about urgently needed pastoral changes in 

the Church that the Austrian bishops were unwilling and unable to 
support because they owe their first allegiance to the Vatican. 

 

  Pope Francis, for his part, has 

forthrightly warned our bishops 

against “the temptation to hostile 

inflexibility, that is, wanting to close 

oneself within the written word . . . , 

within the law, within the certitude of 

what we know and not of what we 

still need to learn and to achieve” 

(source).  When this happens, “the 

http://www.pfarrer-initiative.at/unge_en.pdf
http://www.churchonfire.net/?p=842
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bread” that Jesus blesses and gives to his disciples is transformed “into 

a stone” that is either “cast against the sinners” or it is carried by them 
as an “unbearable burden” (Luke 11:46). 

By way of atoning for my years of silence, I have prepared this 

book in order to equip my former students and all those faithful 

Catholics who are interested in sorting out the wheat from the chaff 

within current Catholic teaching and practice.  What you discover 

herein will supply you with clear, strong, and compelling case studies 

that can be used to open up informed and reliable explorations on 

topics that have largely been obscured by authoritative 

pronouncements, by shoddy biblical scholarship, and by ignorance of 

Catholic history.  Whether you want to speak to your teenage 

daughter or to your bishop, these case studies will offer talking points 

that will enable you to make sense out of the faith that is intended to 

nourish us, to make us free, and to draw us into harmony with the mind 
of Christ. 

For those who are confused by claims and counter-claims, this 

book will offer powerful tools for reconsidering the issues and for 
engaging church leaders to do the same. 

 

Fraternally, 

Aaron   

 

 

We need to give up the idea that religion is perfect—that the church 

of which we are a part is perfect or infallible. Religion, like our parents, 

has the capacity to bless us and to wound us and it inevitably does 

both at different times. . . .  Only when we are aware of the capacity 

of religion to abuse can we guard against that abuse and take steps 

to curb it where it exists.   ~Keith Wright, Religious Abuse: A Pastor 
Explores the Many Ways Religion Can Hurt as Well as Heal 
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Introduction 

My exposition of this very sensitive topic will be divided into five 
chapters.   

Ch1 Early Experiences and How my Mind Has Changed 

 

I begin with my personal experience because, when everything is said and 

done, my personal encounters with homosexuals impacts how I register their 

place in society and in the churches.  In this, there is no neutral starting point 

for me or for anyone else.  No matter how many degrees one has earned or 

how many ordinations that one has experienced, no one can escape their 

personal experiential base.  Anyone denying this is not sufficiently self-aware 

and cannot be trusted as a guide in resolving the issue of homosexuality. 

Ch2 How the Bible and Cardinal Ratzinger Treat and Mistreat 

Homosexuals 

Next, I will introduce you to Matthew Vines’ marvelous skill and disarming 

authenticity in probing the limits of using the Bible to discover God’s view on 

homosexuality.  Immediately thereafter I will unravel the dangerous flaws 

found in Cardinal Ratzinger’s arguments against same-sex marriages.  This 

section will unmask the hidden fallacies found in the Catholic and evangelical 

Protestant claims to have found God’s point of view. 

Ch3 How John J. McNeill, Pope Francis, and the U.S. Supreme Court 

Safeguard our Future  

Next, I will use case studies to expose how authoritarian approaches serve to 

destroy communities and to defeat the very goals that their exponents hope 

to achieve.  I borrow from John McNeill, Pope Francis, and the U.S. Supreme 

Court healthy points of departure that enable Christian communities to 

reaffirm the wisdom of Jesus and to bind up the wounds of all our children.  I 

even offer a healing balm for my bitter opponents. 

Ch4 Nonviolent Resistance to the Christian Taliban 

As I circulated my first three chapters, I heard from readers who were disgusted 

with the intimidation and firings surrounding those who support same-sex 

marriages.  They are, in most instances, justly angry and ready to take action to 

fight against the menace of the fundamentalists.  For them, this chapter was 

written. 

Ch5 How Jesus Silenced the Fundamentalists 
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Our struggle against fundamentalism needs all the help we can get from Jesus.  

When the Gospels are explored, it is clear that homosexuality and same-sex 

marriages do not show up.  However, what one does discover is that Jesus did 

confront Jewish fundamentalists in his day; hence, we have much to learn 

from Jesus’ own nonviolent resistance. 
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There is no avoiding the challenge 

and the obligation of discernment;  

“blind obedience,” 

i.e., uncritical submission to power,  

is neither discernment nor obedience. 

~ Sandra Schneiders, IHM, STD 

 

 

 

There may be times  

when we are powerless 

 to prevent injustice,  

but there must never be a time  

when we fail to protest. 

~  Eli Wiesel 

 

 

My sexuality is a God-given state of being 

which includes natural erotic attractions and 

desires. In moving from infancy to adulthood, 

part of my work is to allow myself to 

experience my eroticism in ways that enable 

me to discover who I actually am, not who 

society says I should be. I believe that the 

Creator of our natural erotic attractions, 

whether they are for opposite or same-sex 

persons, views our eroticism as an intrinsic and 

beautiful part of who God intended us to be.  

 ~ Dr. Carl O. McGrath, Ph.D. 
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Ch1 How my Mind Has Changed 

 

I have observed the misery of my people . . . ; 

I have heard their cry. . . . 

Indeed, I know their sufferings, 
and I have come down to deliver them (Exod. 3:7f). 

 

Would Jesus be keen to meet lesbians and gays? 

To this I would have to say a resounding "NO" if homosexuality is 

to be associated with a dozen unsavory encounters that I had with 

gays as a teen.  I have removed the descriptions of these encounters 

and put them into a footnote4 so as not to unsettle tender sensibilities. 

These early experiences deeply disturbed and repulsed me.  Thus, I 

would have to say a resounding “NO--I very much doubt that Jesus 
would be at all comfortable with this!” 

Had my experience of gays been arrested at this point, I would 

have turned into a rabid anti-gay.  I might have joined an anti-gay 

movement intent upon driving known gays out of my neighborhood.  I 

might even have joined a gang of “concerned citizens” who prowled 

the back streets of my hometown in hopes of coming upon some 

unfortunate queer who would be beaten black and blue by way of 
teaching him a lesson that he would never forget. 

I thank God, however, that my experiences did not stop at this 

point and that I went on to have dozens of very significant positive 

experiences of gays and lesbians5 that set me on a path to become 

their advocate rather than their sworn enemy.  Some people never 

have any significant positive experiences6 and, as a consequence, 

they spend the whole of their lives locked into distrust and even a 
hatred of gays and lesbians.     

 A troubled teen asking for help 

A teenager (I'll call him Jim) came to me in 1966 asking for my 

guidance since he was tormented by the idea that he might be gay.  

This was a courageous act on his part.  For years, Jim had been frozen 

in fear.  I was the first person that Jim was able to approach with his 

fear.  I knew that teenagers sometimes experience a fleeting sexual 

attraction toward friends of the same sex--but this usually passes with 

time.  I also knew that some psychologists theorized that a 
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domineering mother who fails to emotionally bond with her son can 

inhibit normal bonding with all women later in life.  Jim had such a 
domineering mother.7  

When I was doing research at the University of Victoria, I had 

the opportunity to attend a workshop on sexuality presented by 

Native Americans.  In this workshop, I learned that there are four 

genders: "a male spirit in a male body" and "a female spirit in a female 

body" plus "a male spirit in a female body" and "a female spirit in a 
male body." 

Native Americans traditionally assign no moral gradient to love or sexuality; a 

person was judged for their contributions to their tribe and for their character. It 

was also a custom for parents to not interfere with nature and so among some 

tribes, children wore gender-neutral clothes until they reached an age where 

they decided for themselves which path they would walk and the appropriate 

ceremonies followed.  

I have since discovered that this practice was not limited to 

the tribes of the Pacific Northwest.  In general, all the tribes favored a 

multiplicity of genders with special attention being given to those who 
were born with “two spirits.” 

Traditional Native Americans closely associate Two Spirited people with having 

a high functioning intellect (possibly from a life of self-questioning), keen artistic 

skills and an exceptional capacity for compassion. . . .  Two Spirit people, 

specifically male-bodied (biologically male, gender female) could go to war 

and have access to male activities such as the sweat lodge.  However, they 

also took on female roles such as cooking, cleaning and other domestic 

responsibilities.  [Female-bodied Two Spirits were hunters, warriors, engaged in 

what was typically men’s work and by all accounts, were always fearless.]  

Female bodied Two Spirits usually only had relationships or marriages with 

females.8 

Taking this into account, one can easily imagine that the situation I 

described above regarding Jim would never have created any alarm 

had he been raised among Native Americans.  In fact, being a Two-

Spirited individual would have made Jim stand out as someone 

special: “The Two Spirit people in pre-contact Native America were 

highly revered and families that included them were considered lucky.  

Indians believed that a person who was able to see the world through 

the eyes of both genders at the same time was a gift from The 

Creator.”9  Once Native Americans were colonized under the two-sex 

rules of European settlers, the possibility of a man wearing women’s 

clothes and doing women’s work slowly disappeared.  “The imposition 

of Euro-American marriage laws invalidated the same-gender 

marriages that were once common among tribes across North 
America.”10 

https://indiancountrymedianetwork.com/culture/social-issues/8-misconceptions-things-know-two-spirit-people/
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An extended interview with a lesbian couple 

  My second 

encounter took place two 

years later, in 1968, when I 

was doing graduate  

studies in Berkeley, 

California, the hotbed of 

social experimentation.  In 

the context of a course, 

Human Sexuality, the 

professor invited a lesbian 

couple in their late 20s to 

share their stories.  Both 

women gave detailed accounts of growing up in middle-class 

families, of dating boys, and of discovering that they had little or no 

emotional interest in boyfriends.  What they did experience, however, 

was a series of crushes with girlfriends.  As such, they gradually realized 

that they were "abnormal.”  Then, in the course of time, they slowly 

and secretly felt strongly attracted to each other.  Finally they 

revealed their “abnormality” to each other and, for the first time, felt a 

great relief and jubilation because they finally had found someone 

who validated their same-sex attraction.  The explosive sex that 

followed was a confirmation of what they had always dreamed of 

and never thought possible.  Even before they had a word to describe 
themselves, therefore, they had plunged into a committed union.   

I thank God that I had this very positive experience at a time 

when I was still only mildly hostile toward lesbians and gays.  Here are 
some of the ideas that gripped my imagination due to this encounter: 

1. The stories of these two women persuaded me that most or all 

lesbians are not scratching messages on bathroom walls nor 

answering ads for sexual encounters. Indeed, it illustrated for 

me how most lesbians are initially confused and afraid when 

they discover how "out of step"  they are with respect to the 

rest of their companions, whom they would describe as 

"normal" in so far as they embody the "norm” as far as sexual 
attraction is concerned.     

2. Prior to this encounter, I was under the impression that a 

"normal" person could spot a "queer" a mile away.  All one had 

to do was to notice the effeminate gestures in boys or the 

absence of femininity in girls.  With these two normally 

attractive women, there was nothing about the way they 

dressed, moved, or behaved that allowed me to even get a 

hint that they identified themselves as lesbians.  They had to tell 

me, or else I would never have known.  Hence, this encounter 
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enabled me to challenge and to give up a stereotype that 
was dangerous and misleading. 

3. Thirdly, this experience opened up a whole new world that 

had been hitherto “closed to me.”  I was now talking and 

listening across the boundaries.  I was now hearing how these 

two women had moved from “trying desperately to fit in”11 by 

imitating the coy and flirtatious mannerisms exhibited by their 

female friends.  Then, after years of frustration due to their 

inability to have a deep, emotional bond with a male, they 

slowly came to the frightening realization that they were 

“queer.” This destroyed any positive self-image that was left to 

them.  Now they hated who they were.  They cringed at the 

prospect of having to tell their closest friends or their parents 
that they were “lesbians.”   

4. Fourthly, there was the “ecstatic realization” that there were 

others out there like themselves who might welcome an 

intimate relationship with them.  After many trials and errors, 

they eventually recognized their “soul mate” for the first time.  

This realization came so naturally and so spontaneously—

without any effort.  They were overwhelmingly surprised that 

another human being could mutually feel what they feel and 

cherish them to the core of their being.  Mutual love 

blossomed and ushering in a self-acceptance and self-

surrender that exceeded human understanding.  This is what 
“falling in love” is all about. 

5. Fifthly, I came to realize from their stories that, even given the 

healing power of love, this lesbian couple still had 

disagreements, they sometimes hurt each other, and they felt 

pangs of jealousy--the whole host of human emotions that 
heterosexual romances pass through. 

6. Sixthly, in the months following this encounter, I realized how 

tragically mistaken it was for the hierarchy of my Church to 

presume that they could accurately judge what was lawful 

before God and what were the appropriate life-style choices 

for lesbians.  Deeply listening to these two women made me 

feel humble and utterly unable to offer them any sound 

guidance whatsoever.  Anyone who listens deeply to their story 

knows first-hand how inappropriate and dangerous it would be 

to rush forward and propose “solutions” or “judgments” that 
originate in my male, heterosexual way of seeing things. 

7. Finally, after a few years, I realized that for me, as a 

heterosexual male, it was far easier to imagine lesbian sex than 

to imagine gay sex.  I remember the shock that I felt when, in 

my late-twenties, I first saw a handsome Black man walking in 

the park with his arm around a blond White girl.  My head told 

me that a man’s ability to love and to cherish someone is not 

determined by the color of his skin.  My gut, on the other hand, 
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was churning and screaming out, “Something is very wrong 

here!”  I had to deliberately imagine myself as being that Black 

man and imagining for myself the pride and joy of having a 

companion like the girl I saw that day.  Gradually, over a 

period of months, I was able to quiet my gut feelings and to 

replace them with feelings of pride and joy.  I share this 

experience because it indicates the route whereby I was able 

to gradually diminish the “utter disgust” that male-to-male sex 
evoked in my gut.   

Invitation to a lesbian vow ceremony 

  I now jump ahead ten years.  Two women in my parish, that 

were very well known to me (let me call them Martha and Mary), 

approached me and invited me to join with a dozen others at their 

home in order to witness their “vows of permanent friendship."12  They 

asked me not to publicize this event since, for them, this was very 

private, “We don’t want to share our love with those in our faith 
community who might find this unsettling.”  

  My mind thought of the Gospel 

story where Jesus was invited to heal the 

servant of a Roman officer in the 

occupying army.  Undoubtedly, Jesus did 

not agree with the brutality associated 

with Roman occupation; yet, since Jewish 

elders commended him saying, "He is 

worthy to have you do this for him, for he 

loves our nation, and he built us our 

synagogue" (Luke 7:5), he went.  He went 

not to approve the Roman occupation 

but to respond to an authentic human 

need.  He may have received flack for it 

later; yet, Jesus was accustomed to disapproval and didn’t act to get 
the applause of others. 

My mind also thought of the Gospel story where a 

menstruating woman came up behind Jesus and touched the tassels 

of his cloak.  According to the Jewish tradition, menstruation was no 

light matter.  Leviticus makes it clear that any woman in this condition 

has no business touching anyone or she would instantly make them 

“unclean.” As for men, any man deliberately having sexual relations 

with a menstruating woman was to be sentenced to death (Lev. 
18:19; 20:18).   

Yet, Jesus appears to have regarded menstruation much 

differently.  Maybe his own parents, Mary and Joseph, already had a 

private opinion whereby they judged that the needs of others allowed 

them to override the rule of menstrual impurity.  Mary, for instance, 

may have visited a sick friend during her period "because she needed 
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her" and was quite confident "that God would understand."  In any 

case, Jesus does not upbraid the woman and use this occasion to 

enforce the importance of God's commandments regarding 
menstrual impurity.   

The unexpected happens.  Instead of contaminating Jesus 

with her “impurity,” healing power flows from him to her.   He 

congratulates her saying, "Daughter, your faith has made you well; go 

in peace" (Luke 8:48 and par.).  Jesus names her as “Daughter of 
Israel” and applauds “her faith” that made her well.  

This was not just an ordinary menstrual flow, to be sure.  She 

had been afflicted with an unregulated menses for the last twelve 

years.  In effect, she was a shut-in and unable to touch her husband or 

her children or her parents for that whole period.  When she spots 

Jesus, she can’t afford to speak or to be recognized by anyone who 

might know her.  She shouldn’t be out.  If discovered, she might be 

stoned.  Her journey out of her home is nothing short of an act of 

desperation.  She risks concealing herself in her garments, and she 

persuades herself that touching the fringes of his garment will go 
unnoticed.  This is “the faith” that impels her act of courage. 

So, prompted by these thoughts, I accepted the invitation of 

Martha and Mary.  When I arrived at their home, the couple greeted 

me warmly.  I enjoyed meeting others who were invited.  Most were 

already known to me.  Their ceremony was simple.  They emphasized 

that what they were promising to each other was not "marriage"13 but 

a "permanent partnership."  They also mentioned that they were living 

in dangerous times wherein they could be easily punished for what 

they were now doing; yet, it seemed to them that, after twelve years, 

there should at least be a few whom they trusted who could witness 

“before God who they were and who they intended to be for each 

other.”  Accordingly, they joined hands and faced each other and 

promised an exclusive friendship and fidelity in sickness and in health 

for the rest of their lives.  They then exchanged rings as "a visible sign" 
of their permanent partnership. 

During the rite, I imagined the fear and foreboding which 

Christians of the early centuries might have felt when they gathered 

together to witness marriages between free persons and slaves--a 

situation punishable by death according to Roman Law.  The early 

Christians felt that, within the community, the distinction between "Jew 

and Gentile, freeborn and slave" (Col. 3:11, Gal. 3:28) had been 

abolished by Christ.  Therefore, in their determination to serve God 

rather than men (Acts 3), they decided to witness and honor 

marriages of love which, in the eyes of Roman law, were acts of 
infamy.  
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  I also 

imagined the fear 

and foreboding that 

was felt by all those 

who witnessed White 

Christians being 

secretly  married to 

African-American 

slaves (or former 

slaves) at a time when 

such interracial 

marriages were strictly proscribed.  The irony of this situation is that a 

White Christian slave owner in the South might have free and 

unchecked sexual access to his female slaves.  These acts of “rape” 

were sanctioned by civil law and tolerated by the Catholic Church.  

Yet, civil law prohibited slave owners from marry anyone who had 
more than 1/20th Negroid ancestry. 

During the rite, I also thought of the medieval rites sanctioned 

by the church whereby two men pledged eternal friendship to each 

other using appropriate words and symbols.14  This is a seldom 

encountered and frequently misunderstood page in the history of 
Catholicism.   

Jesus, himself, was heavily criticized for keeping bad company.  

During a dinner party at the house of Simon, the Pharisee is thinking, "If 

this man were a prophet, he would have known who and what kind of 

woman this is who is touching him” (Luke 7:39).  Likewise, it was 

supposed that he had a general reputation as “a glutton and a 

drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners” (Luke 7:34).  Even his 

disciples were remembered to have criticized Jesus when he was 

found speaking to a Samaritan woman at the well: They were 

astonished that he was speaking with a woman, but no one said, 
"What do you want?" or, "Why are you speaking to her?”  (John 4:27) 

In any case, following upon the texts cited above, I can easily 

imagine that Jesus would have accepted to witness the "vows of 

permanent friendship" which Martha and Mary exchanged and, then, 

when he arrived home, he might even be grilled by his own disciples 
on this matter.  What might Jesus say to their challenge? 
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Lost Sayings of Jesus 

Now Jesus and his disciples entered a village and a woman 

named Martha welcomed him into her house.  As he entered, Martha 

warmly embraced and kissed her beloved sister, Mary.  Jesus said to 
them, “I admire you and your love for each another.” 

“Mary is my true life-long companion,” Martha explained, “And 

we joyously embrace each other without any thought or need of a 
man.” 

“This is well,” the Lord said, “for the Creator has wonderfully 

made you and blessed you with the singular love that binds two 

women into one flesh.”  And, embracing them with his blessing, he 
joyfully reclined with them at table. 

Now some of his disciples were scandalized at this and later 

asked him privately, “How can you tolerate this?  No women can be 
fruitful and multiply without a man!” 

“You have little understanding,” Jesus said to them.  “Have you 

not observed that many a man joins himself to his wife while, at the 

same time, he kills her soul with the indifference or the cruelty in his 

heart?  Behold, these two daughters of Abraham have wondrously 

opened their souls to each other, and they have become abundantly 

fruitful in the recesses of their hearts.  I say to you, therefore, the Lord 

will surely invite women such as these to take the best places in the 

banquet which is to come while many men claiming to be fruitful will 
be cast outside where they will weep and gnash their teeth.” 

 

And a man in the crowd shouted out, “Blessed are you men for 

you have freed yourselves from the snares of beautiful women and 
from the bother of raising children.” 

“More blessed,” called back Jesus with a playful laugh, “is the 

man whose heart has been totally captivated by the love of a 

woman such that he thoroughly enjoys surrendering himself to her and 
playing with her children.” 

 

Later, when they were alone, his disciples peppered him with 

questions, and he taught everything to them plainly saying: “Where 

men are gathered together, you will frequently hear men boast how 

they have subdued a woman without themselves having been 

subdued.  Do not be taken in by such talk!  The soul of a man is lost to 

himself and to God as well if he cannot reveal himself entirely to the 

woman he loves.  Only in the arms of a women where the tears of his 

brokenness and tears of his joy mix will a true man find the balm 
necessary for the healing of his soul.”15 

“And to what mistakes are women prone?” asked Suzanna, his 
most reflective disciple. 
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“You, my dear Suzanna,” replied Jesus “must speak of these 

mysteries to me so that I can learn them from you.  The Son of Man has 

come to reveal all things, yet, even the Son of Man cannot know all 

things unless he listens deeply to the experiences of women.”  And 

Jesus said this quite openly because he knew in his heart that some of 
the men following him secretly despised the inner life of women. 

 

 

How much wrong we do to God and his grace 

when we speak of sins being punished by his judgment  

before we speak of their being forgiven by his mercy.   

   ~~Pope Francis 
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Ch2 How the Bible  

and Cardinal Ratzinger 

Treat and Mistreat Homosexuals 

   

Joseph Ratzinger (b. 1927) was named Cardinal-Prefect of the 

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith [abbr.: CDF] by Pope John 

Paul II on 25 November 1981.  He held this office until he was elected 

as Pope Benedict XVI.  It was during his twenty-four year tenure as 

head of the CDF that he gave special importance to hammering out 

the theological analysis and pastoral response that was to be used for 

gays and lesbians.  Here are the key documents distributed to bishops 
worldwide that bear his signature: 

 Letter on the pastoral care of homosexual persons (October 1, 
1986)16  

 Some considerations concerning the response to legislative 

proposals on the non-discrimination of homosexual persons 
(July 24, 1992) 

 Family, marriage and "de facto" unions (July 26, 2000)17 

 Considerations regarding proposals to give legal recognition to 
unions between homosexual persons (June 3, 2003) 

For our purposes the 2003 document is of prime importance.  

My task will be to present and explain the key propositions within this 
document followed by my analysis and critique. 

 

Proposition #1: “There are absolutely no grounds for 

considering homosexual unions to be in any way similar or even 

remotely analogous to God's plan for marriage and family.  Marriage 
is holy, while homosexual acts go against the natural moral law (§4).” 

Analysis:  Cardinal Ratzinger here takes an essentialist 

viewpoint.  For him, sexual acts are permitted only to married couples, 

and every conjugal act of intercourse must be open to procreation 

(hence, contraceptives are prohibited18).  By contrast, homosexual 

acts have neither the sanction of an exclusive life-long commitment 

nor the prospect of conceiving a new life.  According to the laws of 

nature, same-sex partners cannot conceive.  Their sex acts, 

consequently, are “intrinsically disordered and able in no case to be 

approved.”19  Thus, it follows from this that homosexual unions cannot 
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be considered “in any way similar or even remotely analogous” to 
marriage.   

Critique:  Cardinal Ratzinger fails to properly evaluate marital 

sex.  In some marriages, sex functions as a tool for dominating and 

humiliating of the subordinate partner.  It brings forth bruises and tears 

of pain from one partner and cries of anger from the other.  In such 

instances, the vows of marriage are used for subjugation.  To call these 

sex acts “holy” would be a farce.  Likewise, to say that same-sex 

couples can never have “holy” sex merely shows the necessary 
limitation of the essentialist viewpoint used by the Cardinal. 

On the other hand, what can one say of the union of Martha 

and Mary (described in Chapter 1)?  Have not these two women 

mutually accepted each other “as God has designed them”?  Has 

not their mutual love brought self-acceptance and healing to the 

injuries and disappointments that have been visited upon them by 

hateful strangers and enemies?  Does their promise of mutual and 

faithful love “for better or for worse, in sickness and in health, ‘til death 

do us part” nor draw down the blessings of God and the active 

support of those who love them and honor their self-sacrificing 

commitments?  Cardinal Ratzinger mentions none of these things.  This 
is a serious defect of his essentialist viewpoint.   

For Cardinal Ratzinger, everything hinges on the assumption 

that every sex act must be open to procreation.  But this is decidedly 

not the case for even heterosexual love.  The yearning for sex knows 

no such artificial barrier.  Unlike those animals who only copulate when 

the female is “in heat,” humans have been designed by God to desire 

sex at all stages of the female fertility cycle.20  Hence, even by design, 

it is a serious mistake to conclude that God permits human sexuality 
only when conception is a possible outcome.    

In same-sex unions, what can one say about the use of sex to 

celebrate their mutual love and to enhance their developing 

intimacy?  If I have found this to be true in my own love making with 

my wife, who am I to judge that same-sex unions cannot function “in 

many ways similar and analogous” (and, at times, even superior) to 

what I have discovered within my heterosexual marriage?  What a 

mistake it would be to condemn them all out of hand without 

reverently and quietly asking same-sex couples about these delicate 

and important aspects of their private lives.  Here again Cardinal 
Ratzinger mentions none of these things.  This is a serious defect.  

  Bishop Geoffrey Robinson, a retired 

auxiliary of Sydney, Australia, spoke at the Ways 

of Love conference on pastoral care with LGBTQ 
people, as follows: 
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It was God who created a world in which there are both heterosexuals and 

homosexuals.  This was not a mistake on God’s part that human beings are 

meant to repair; it is simply an undeniable part of God’s creation. 

The only sexual acts that are natural to homosexuals are homosexual acts.  This 

is not a free choice they have made between two things that are equally 

attractive to them, but something that is deeply embedded in their nature, 

something they cannot simply be cast aside.  Homosexual acts come naturally 

to them, heterosexual acts do not.21 

What Bishop Robinson is affirming is that Cardinal Ratzinger’s 

judgment that “homosexual acts go against the natural moral law” 

only applies to heterosexuals.  God has uniquely designed 

homosexuals such that “homosexual acts” are natural to them and, 

consequently, their love making is, for them, a potential means of 

grace.  Bishop Robinson would therefore say that Cardinal Ratzinger’s 

analysis is intrinsically disordered because he makes the categorical 

error in taking the natural law that applies to heterosexuals and 
applying it indiscriminatingly to homosexuals. 

 

Proposition #2: “Homosexual unions are totally lacking in the 

biological and anthropological elements of marriage and family 

which would be the basis, on the level of reason, for granting them 

legal recognition.  Such unions are not able to contribute in a proper 
way to the procreation and survival of the human race (§7).” 

Analysis:  Cardinal Ratzinger now turns his attention to discover 

what reason a society might have to give legal recognition to 

homosexual unions if they contribute nothing to “the procreation and 

survival of the human race.”  This appears to be a utilitarian argument.  

If homosexuals fail to contribute to “procreation and survival,” then it 
would be irrational to offer them legal recognition. 

Critique: This argument is paper thin.  Every society has an 

investment in nourishing its members and in appreciating the gifts that 

they offer.  Even in the case of childless marriages, neither civil society 

nor the Church makes the fatal mistake of withdrawing its care and 

attention until such time as the first child is conceived.  Likewise, 

neither civil society nor the Church makes the fatal mistake of 

withdrawing its care and attention once a couple becomes infertile 
due to age or an accident or to God’s design.   

“It takes a village to raise a child.”  I myself am indebted to 

scout masters, teachers, librarians, farmers, employers, counselors, 

officers of the law who saw fit to contribute to the man that I have 

become, in ways that extended beyond what my biological mother 

and father were able to supply.  I trust that among those who formed 

and supported me were to be found a few gays and lesbians.  I even 

have some suspicion as to who they might be.  Cardinal Ratzinger 

must be able to say the same thing for himself.  Thus, I find that the 

terms “procreation and survival” are excessively narrow criteria, and, if 

this rule were uniformly applied, then, as explained above, one out of 
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three marriages would also be deemed unworthy of any special care 
and “legal recognition.”    

This being the case, it would seem only fair to consider how 

same-sex unions contribute to the life-long nurturing and learning that 

normally takes place in extended families, in neighborhoods, in 

schools, and in businesses.  Hence, it seems unfair for Cardinal 

Ratzinger to fault same-sex couples for not procreating when the 

needs of our society are much more ongoing and nuanced.   To 

illustrate this, I want to cite here the case of just one of the petitioners 

that were involved in the recent Supreme Court ruling relative to 
same-sex marriages: 

April DeBoer and Jayne Rowse are co-plaintiffs in the case from Michigan.  

They celebrated a commitment ceremony to honor their permanent relation in 

2007.  They both work as nurses, DeBoer in a neonatal unit and Rowse in an 

emergency unit.  In 2009, DeBoer and Rowse fostered and then adopted a 

baby boy.  Later that same year, they welcomed another son into their family.  

The new baby, born prematurely and abandoned by his biological mother, 

required around-the-clock care.  The next year, a baby girl with special needs 

joined their family.  Michigan, however, permits only opposite-sex married 

couples or single individuals to adopt, so each child can have only one 

woman as his or her legal parent.  If an emergency were to arise, schools and 

hospitals may treat the three children as if they had only one parent.  And, 

were tragedy to befall either DeBoer or Rowse, the other would have no legal 

rights over the children she had not been permitted to adopt.  This couple 

seeks relief from the continuing uncertainty their unmarried status creates in 

their lives.   

Just taking this single case, one wonders whether Cardinal Ratzinger 

would find that these two committed women are unworthy of any 

legal protections because their children, in this case, are adopted. 

And, going further, by what right does Cardinal Ratzinger take it upon 

himself to obstruct all those Catholics who support their quest for the 

civil recognition of their union?  Clearly Ratzinger’s thoughts are 

disordered and jaundiced.  He seems incapable of allowing for a 

nuanced recognition of the varieties of services that Catholics in 
same-sex unions provide within our society.   

Cardinal Ratzinger lives in a comfortable world of abstract 
analysis and iron-clad condemnations:  

If it is true that all Catholics are obliged to oppose the legal recognition of 

homosexual unions, Catholic politicians are obliged to do so in a particular 

way, in keeping with their responsibility as politicians. . . .  To vote in favor of a 

law so harmful to the common good is gravely immoral (§10).   

But the very opposite is true!  It would be “gravely immoral” to 

deliberately block April DeBoer and Jayne Rowse from being legally 

named as co-parents of the handicapped children they have 

adopted.  Cardinal Ratzinger acts recklessly and unjustly when he 

brings pressure on every Catholic “to oppose the legal recognition of 

homosexual unions.”  In his mind, supporting legislation in favor of the 

legal recognition of same-sex unions is a mortal sin.  For someone who 
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sees legal recognition “as beneficial to the common good,” it must be 
allowed that, both morally and legally, they vote their conscience.  

  

Proposition #3: “As experience has shown, the absence of 

sexual complementarity in these unions creates obstacles in the 

normal development of children who would be placed in the care of 

such persons.  They would be deprived of the experience of either 

fatherhood or motherhood.  Allowing children to be adopted by 

persons living in such unions would actually mean doing violence to 

these children, in the sense that their condition of dependency would 

be used to place them in an environment that is not conducive to their 
full human development (§7).” 

Analysis:  Cardinal Ratzinger now brings forward the argument 

that a child needs the nurturing exposure of both a father and a 

mother.  Having two fathers or two mothers doesn’t wash.  Hence, a 

society which enables same-sex couples to adopt children does 

“violence” (strong term) to these children for it consigns them to an 
environment that thwarts their “full human development.” 

Critique:  Cardinal Ratzinger now appeals to “experience.”  Is 

he referring to his personal experience or to the general experience of 

parents or to the experience of childcare specialists? It is impossible to 

say. In any case, I would have Cardinal Ratzinger consider my own 

personal history.  My mother died when I was eight and my father did 

not remarry.  The same thing happened for the future pope, John Paul 

II, whose mother died when he was twelve, and his father never 
remarried.   

Would Cardinal Ratzinger want to argue that these motherless 

families would be “doing violence to these children”?  If so, this is pure 

nonsense. I, for example, became quite adept at choosing my 

playmates on the basis of whether their mothers gave me some of the 

care and attention that was now absent in my own home.  And did I 

not draw closer to my maternal grandmother precisely because she 

treated me warmly as “her dear grandson”?  And did I not cherish 

Mary, the mother of Jesus, and reveal to her the black hole in my 
heart that followed upon the death of my mother?   

I might presume that my experience might have found 

parallels in the life of the future John Paul II.  While Cardinal Ratzinger 

makes a cloaked appeal to “experience,” he seems to be blissfully 

ignorant of the experiences of children growing up in single-parent 

households.  Had he known of my experience or that of John Paul II, 

he would never have argued that adoption into motherless families 
would be “doing violence to these children.” 

Cardinal Ratzinger was presumably raised by parents who 

followed the rule of separate domains.  His father did manly things.  His 

mother did womanly things.  This is what Cardinal Ratzinger appears to 

mean by “sexual complementarity.”  He might also be thinking of 
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psychological complementarity that is exhibited in books such as Dr. 
John Grey’s Women Are from Venus; Men Are from Mars.22 

  In contemporary 

society, however, the standards 

for judging manly things and 

womanly things have changed.  

In the last thirty years, women 

have entered into nearly all the 

professions formerly judged to 

be suitable for men only.  Men, 

for their part, have not hesitated 

to enter into professions formerly 

judged as suitable only to 

women, for example, nursing 

and child care.  Many fathers and grandfathers, for their part, have 

felt the new-found freedom to change diapers, to feed their children, 

and to play with them—something that my own father and 

grandfather never did because they thought, in so doing, that they 
would be trespassing upon the domain reserved for women.   

Even in the case of “The Sound of Music,” one cannot help but 

notice how Maria brings to the von Trap children a sense of playfulness 

and joy that was largely beyond the grasp of their father who was 

locked into his identity as a naval officer.23  Thus, under the influence 

of Maria, Admiral von Trap gradually puts away his whistle and allows 

Maria to usher him into hitherto unknown dimension of personally 

relating to his children. He even goes so far as to participate in their 

group singing, and he performs publicly with his children, an endeavor 

which, in his era, would be judged by many as “unmanly.”  Thus, quite 

apart from his opposition to Hitler, Admirable von Trap gradually 

escapes the neat “sexual complementarity” that Cardinal Ratzinger 
seems to be requiring in every suitable family.   

  And what of same-sex couples?  Cardinal Ratzinger appeals 

to “experience,” but fails to tell us what experience that he has had of 

same-sex parents.24  This is unfortunate.  If he had, he would have 

quickly noticed that, even among lesbian couples, one of the pair is 

prone to take on the home repairs, the organization of finances, and 

the disciple of children.  In some instances, one of the pair frequently 

even dresses more “manly” while the other dresses more “womanly” 

(as in the 15-year renewal of vows of the lesbian couple shown in the 
pic above).   

Thus, what Cardinal Ratzinger fails to notice is how the modern 

flexibility of roles found within heterosexual unions has spilled over into 

same-sex couples as well.  Has this transition crippled the upbringing of 

children and given them mixed messages regarding sexual 

identities?25  Or has it liberated both boys and girls from rigid 

stereotypes that thwart their human development rather than to 

promote it?  In any case, Cardinal Ratzinger fails to make a 
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convincing argument that same-sex couples are inherently 

detrimental to the human and sexual development of children in their 
care.    

All in all, I would thus give Cardinal Ratzinger poor marks for his 
judgment regarding same-sex unions: 

 C- for Proposition #1;  

 F for Proposition #2;  

 D- for Proposition #3.  

What grade would you give him for each of his three propositions?  

What prejudicial stereotypes do you detect are underpinning Cardinal 

Ratzinger’s judgments?  What elements of your own experience would 

you have wanted to share with Cardinal Ratzinger that might have 

allowed him to reexamine his stereotypes and to replace them with 
informed judgments? 

 

How heterosexual marriages had to change first 

Before same-sex couples could imagine and then to actually 

fight for the right to be married, three important conditions within 
heterosexual marriages had to change.  Here they are:  

 

#1 Roles assigned to men as money-makers and women as 

home-makers had to become flexible.  It had to become possible for 

a husband to decide to stay home to keep the house and to raise the 

children while his wife, who might be an engineer or a lawyer, goes to 

work each day and earns the money to keep their enterprise afloat 

with only one salary.  If a husband and wife can live this way and 

even, to some degree, relish the experience of “exchanging roles,” 

then it is possible that two women or two men could do the same 

thing and call what they have “a loving and fruitful marriage” with the 
same fierce conviction.   

 

#2  Men had to become less authoritarian and women had to 

become less submissive.  Aristotle made the point that “true 

friendship” can flourish only when “both parties are social equals.” I 

can illustrate this best by examining the lives of my own parents and 
grandparents.   

In my grandparents generation, men alone could open bank 

accounts, men alone could buy a home or an automobile on credit, 

men alone could decide what companions and what forms of 

recreation were suitable for his wife, men alone could initiate sex in 

the bedroom, men alone could decide what sort of education was 

appropriate for each of his children26, men alone had the legal right 

to claim their offspring as “belonging to them” in the case of a 
contentious divorce.   



18 

My own grandfather (an immigrant from Slovenia) never 

boiled an egg or washed a dish or changed a diaper in his whole life--

these were activities (as he saw it) "entirely reserved for women." He 

would never think of doing any of these things any more than he 
would think of trespassing on someone's private property. 

When my grandmother sold some of her needlework, my grandfather 

was deeply humiliated. He thought of himself as "the sole 

breadwinner." His pride was hurt. It made no difference that, with 

three children, they needed the extra money. By selling her 

needlework, his wife had publicly shamed him by trespassed into his 

domain. Nothing she said could convince him otherwise. As a result, 

he ended the discussion by slammed his fist down on the table and 
strictly forbidding his wife from "ever doing such a foolish thing" again. 

Yet, the needlework of my grandmother continued to be in 

demand, and the money given to her by her husband failed to allow 

her to buy new shoes for each of her children when school started in 

the fall. So, in desperation, she resorted to secretly "trading" her 

needlework for good used clothing, for school supplies, and for the 

new shoes needed before they went back to school in the fall.  She 

thus privately resorted to a subterfuge in order to keep her husband's 

"precious pride" intact.  She resolved this issue in favor of her children; 

her husband’s hurt pride, as she saw it, was of lesser importance than 

her children’s hurting toes.  She was learning the value of becoming 
less submissive. 

My mother, Emma, grew up in this family.  When she married 

my father, Tony, he had expected her to stop working part-time at the 

hat shop as soon as they were married.  My grandfather had given the 

newlyweds a brand new home in the suburbs for a wedding gift, 

hence, Tony argued, “There is absolutely no need for you to ever work 
outside our home again.”   

Emma quietly disagreed.  She continued to work at the hat 

shop when Tony was gone during the day.  Under the circumstances, 

Tony was not going to slam his fist down on the table because he 

wasn’t going to do anything stupid that might disrupt the sweet love 

life that he was experiencing for the first time in his life.  But he did 

bring the topic up periodically because he couldn’t live with the 

possibility that their new neighbors might get the false notion that he 
was “unable to provide for his new bride.”   

But Emma was intelligent.  She began telling neighbors and 

friends, “I am alone all day, and I need the companionship of other 

women at the hat shop to prevent myself from going crazy.” As a 

result, Tony slowly began to change his tune.  He began to tell his 

male friends, “My poor wife is alone all day in our new home, so I 

suggested to her that she continue to work at a hat shop in order to 

give her some companionship while I’m busy at work.”  So this 

illustrates how I was born into a world where my dad had become less 
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authoritarian and my mom had become less submissive than their 
parents. 

When my mom died when I was eight, my dad’s authoritarian 

instincts reasserted themselves when it came to training his two sons 

while he continued to be quite indulgent toward his daughter.  An 

example.  My scout troop went camping one weekend every month, 

rain or shine.  Even two feet of snow on the ground did not hold us 

back.  We saw it as a challenge to pitch our six-man army-surplus tents 

and then to shovel out the snow keeping a wall of snow insulation 

around our perimeters.  Well, it was during one of our snow weekends 

that I received a nasty three-inch cut on my scalp while playing a 

rough game known as “Capture the Flag.”  After my dad saw my 

bandaged head and I gave him a short explanation, he decreed, 
“Well, that’s the last time you’ll be going camping.”   

I knew that arguing with my dad usually resulted in locking him 

more firmly into his authoritarian ways.  So I bit my tongue, but I was 

fuming inside while thinking to myself, “My dad doesn’t have the 

vaguest notion of the neat things that I was learning and doing as a 
scout.  He has no business stepping in to make this decision for me?”27   

My silent strategy worked well.  Four weeks later, I alerted my 

dad just as he was leaving the house to go work at 8 a.m., “I won’t be 

at supper tonight, dad.  I’m going camping for the weekend.”  His 

silence carried his consent.  I didn’t recognize it at the time, but quite 

clearly I was using my mom’s own practice of silent resistance to 

overcome my dad’s authoritarian ways.  This demonstrates that even 

a fourteen-year-old kid can have the presence of mind to neutralize 
an overly authoritarian parent.   

I’m quite sure that my dad was bullied by his father, and, as a 

result, he didn’t know any other way to raise a son. “Spare the rod, 

spoil the child” was his mantra.  But living eight years with Emma 

should have shown him that there was a different way.  He would 

have responded, “Mothers can afford to be soft.  That’s their nature.  

Fathers cannot.  At the end of the day, they have to maintain 
order.”28 

One thing was for certain.  I was never going to fall into the 

trap of bulling my wife or my children.  I took the time to cultivate 

friendships with couples who had cultivated shared decision making.  I 

joined Encounter Groups and studied non-violent resistance by way of 

restructuring myself to have alternatives to the violence and coercion 
that marked my father and grandfathers.   

 

#3  The paradigm of sex had to shift from “making babies” to 

“making love.” It is rare, in my experience, to find a celibate priest 

who talks knowingly about what it means for a couple to be “making 

love.”  On the other hand, “making babies” is much more 

understandable for celibates because the logic of a penis entering a 
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vaginal canal and ejecting sperm that spread out in search for a ripe 

ovum is primary an intellectual affair.  Since most priests are intelligent, 
they find it easy to understand “making babies.”   

This is precisely where Cardinal Ratzinger has focused his 

attention, and this is the rock solid foundation that he brings to his 

moralizing.  He speaks eloquently to my grandparent’s generation.  

However, he cannot be trusted to address the moral values and 

concerns of the present younger generation.  Moreover, being a 

celibate priest and an archbishop further isolates him from knowing 
and appreciating the art and the holiness of love-making.29  

Love-making cannot be learned from books  

The art of making love cannot be understood by attending 

lectures, by reading books, by watching romantic films.  Making love 

begins with a mutual sexual attraction that matures within a series of 

give and takes, trials and errors, into a budding romance that builds 

upon mutual admiration woven together with sustained trust.  Sex 

begins with light touches, hand-holding, sitting close, telling secrets, 

etc.  Two people make loving following a path that they carve out for 

themselves that is filled with deep intuitions, playfulness, and surprises.  

No two people do it in the same way.  No two people do it in the 

same way even after twenty years of marriage.  Cardinal Ratzinger 
appears to be a complete stranger to this. 

Since “making babies” is easier to understand and easier to 

talk about, clerics such as Cardinal Ratzinger usually only talk about 

“making babies.”  The art of “making love” attracts them, escapes 

them, and baffles them, so they usually don’t talk about it.  Either they 

are aware of how little experience they have and, thus, they stay 

away from talking about “making love” for fear that they would come 

across as superficial or downright stupid.  Or, on the other hand, clerics 

might be aware of how much experience they do have and they 

prefer not to reveal such intimate moments of their lives, especially if 

they have had significant “love-making” with another man.  Perhaps 

this is the reason why the official Vatican theology of sexuality along 

with its morality is framed almost entirely in the safe but outdated 
paradigm of “making babies.” 

This is unfortunate.  For what reason?  Fr. Shaji George 

Kochuthara, CMI, associate professor of theology at Dharmaram 

Vidya in Bangalore, India, made a thorough study of how sex as 

“making babies” was accepted, for a very long time, as the supreme 

value of sex.  Then, as Catholic experience grew in tandem with 

contemporary society, sex as “making love” attached itself to 

“making babies.” Thus, in the 60s, there were two supreme values of 

marital sex. In the 80s, however, sex as “making love” took on such 

importance as to supplant the earlier supreme value of sex.  Fr. 
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Kochuthara, in his groundbreaking study, The Concept of Sexual Pleasure 

in the Catholic Moral Tradition, summarizes his discovery in these words: 

When we consider the theological developments from the second half of the 

20th century, we can identify a notable change in the emphasis on 

procreation. The emphasis is no more on procreation, but on love. Mutual love 

and union of the couple is the most important purpose of marriage as well as 

that of the marital union. We may understand the difference only when we 

consider that tradition up to modern times, which practically assigned no 

place to the discussion on love as pertaining to conjugal life. Besides 

considering love as a necessary condition for conjugal intimacy, all other 

aspects of conjugal life, including the procreative dimension, are given their 

significance based on the criterion of love.30 

In plain-speaking and vulgar language, what Fr. Kochuthara is 

saying is that, in my grandparents’ generation, a man could fuck31 his 

wife and be proud of himself.  He was fulfilling God’s command to be 

“fruitful and to multiply.”  His wife, meanwhile, had “done her duty” by 

patiently submitting to her husband’s sexual advances and by raising 

his children so that he could be proud of them.  Nothing more was 
required. 

The time is quickly arriving and is already here when “fucking” 

is not enough. Any husband who does not allow his wife to coach him 

in the art of love-making is not worthy to be called a lover.  His 

erection and his sexual satisfaction is not the end all and be all.  Unless 

a husband can escape being exclusively absorbed by his own sexual 

arousal and actively turn his attention to pleasuring his wife, there can 

be no mutuality in sex and their love-making will inevitably be less 
humane than what it could be.    

Cardinal Ratzinger appears never to have understood this.  

How could he? In the back of his mind, sex was still about “making 

babies.” This he could understand.  This he could logically explain.  

“Making love” was nebulous and inconsequential and maybe even a 
little frightening.  

 That is why he took the mandate of Pius XI, “Every act of sexuality 

had to be open to its natural procreative function,” and made it 
his mantra. 

 This is why he automatically eliminated same-sex unions as worthy 

of any consideration: no two men or two women can “make 
babies.” 

 This is why he routinely refers to marital intercourse as “the conjugal 
act” and never once uses the more modern term, “making love.” 

Furthermore, Cardinal Ratzinger seemingly never had the 

occasion to admire and to care for anyone who had a homosexual 

orientation.  Just to the contrary, he had some painful interactions with 

gay protesters32, and the trauma of these interactions appears to 

have blocked him from any desire to meet and to understand gays or 

lesbians from that point forward.  As a result, he had no interest in 

creating a Church dedicated to understanding, loving, and 
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protecting its gay and lesbian members.  Quite to the contrary, he felt 

impelled to create a Church wherein “baby-making” was the core of 

permissible sex and that, as a result, homosexual sex was “objectively 

disordered” and same-sex unions had no intrinsic value whatsoever 

when contrasted with the divinely approved marriage of “one man 
and one women.”  

The bad fruit yielded by the Ratzinger Doctrine 

As for the repressive conduct of the Cardinal Ratzinger and a 

large segment of the hierarchy in these matters, one would do well to 
remember the cautionary words of Harry S. Truman:  

Once a government is committed to the principle of silencing the voice of 

opposition, it has only one way to go, and that is down the path of increasingly 

repressive measures, until it becomes a source of terror to all its citizens and 

creates a country [Church] where everyone lives in fear. 

So, in the end, I have tried to make clear why Cardinal 

Ratzinger’s doctrine of homosexuality stands upon a theology of 

sexuality that is seriously flawed and prejudicial.  It should be 

recommended to no one, and pastors who recommend it are setting 

up their LGBTQ parishioners for an “unnatural” celibate life that is filled 

with needless self-hatred, loneliness, and false guilt.  In a word, 

Ratzinger’s doctrine which has become the bedrock of the Catholic 

bishops worldwide is a serious sin and a criminal action against the 

Beneficent Creator who gives to each person their particular calling 
and sexual orientation.   

Finally, if homosexual orientations are not voluntarily chosen 

but are a gift of God “discovered” during the time of the sexual 

awakening that marks adolescence, then it is “blameless.” Cardinal 

Ratzinger agrees with this.  The problem is that he then goes on to take 

the rules governing sex among heterosexuals in my grandparents 

generation and applies this to homosexuals.  This is clearly an absurd 

notion.  If heterosexual men are gifted with a natural attraction to 

women, then it would be absurd to suggest that they had this impulse 

but were never able to act upon it.  Likewise, for lesbians to have a 

natural attraction to women, it would likewise be absurd (a violation of 

natural law) to suggest that they had this God-given impulse but were 

never permitted (according to Ratzinger’s doctrine) to act upon it.  

Thus all the clever tricks that Cardinal Ratzinger uses to demoralize and 

demonize lesbians and gays runs against God’s own manifest 

intentionality in giving each person a calling that has its own special 

rules.  Cardinal Ratzinger never came to understood this.  It is the 
glaring absurdity stuck in the middle of his entire toxic system. 

Cardinal Ratzinger has betrayed us.  So have many of our 

bishops.  They have lobbied to suppress the rights of our children to 

enter into same-sex marriages.  They imagine that same-sex marriages 

will demean the tradition of marriage as binding together one man 
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and one woman.  But this is a grave misunderstanding.  Gays and 

lesbians have chosen marriage for themselves precisely because they 
believe in the sacredness of marriage for lovers of all kinds.   

In the past, all sorts of obstacles and biblical texts were 

mounted against inter-faith marriages and against inter-racial 

marriages.  We now know that this resistance was due, in large part, to 

the hardness of our hearts and not due to the opposition of God.  The 

same holds true for same-sex marriages. Thus, in the future, when we 

baptize our children, we will better understand how to welcome each 

of them as God creates them.  No one is excluded from the love of 

God, and, accordingly, the love of the Church needs to expand to 

become at least as large as God’s love.  Anything in our tradition or in 

our bible that seemingly goes against this Spirit-filled enterprise is 
anathema. 

Cardinal Ratzinger is not our #1 public enemy 

Keep in mind that Cardinal Ratzinger is not the enemy.  Rather 

it is his ignorance that allows him to judge so fiercely those whom he 

does not know or understand.  But it not only ignorance.   Cardinal 

Ratzinger is trapped in the persona of a disciplinarian, and he can’t 
find his way out of it. 

Let me share with you a story on this point.  When I was in high 

school, Brother Thomas was the Vice-Principal who, among other 

things, was in charge of discipline.  During my freshman year, I got up 

at 6:30 am every morning.  I got dressed and immediately went 

outdoors to deliver the Cleveland Plain Dealer to my forty customers 

that were scattered in a five block section of Euclid, OH.  I did this in 

summer and winter, in pouring rain and in knee-deep snow drifts.  

Once this was finished, I returned home to shower and to eat 

breakfast with my younger brother.  On some mornings I had to iron a 

shirt for him or to help him with something on his homework.  Then I 

made lunches for both of us and headed off to school.  My school 

was a mile away and I could walk that distance in 12-15 minutes, 

depending upon the weather.  So, at the very latest, I had to leave 

the house at 8:30 in order to arrive in my homeroom before 8:45 when 

the school bell rang.  If I didn’t make it, I was required to go directly to 

Brother Thomas’ office and to fill out a detention slip.  Receiving a 

detention slip meant that I was required to spend one hour after 

school in the detention room that was supervised by Brother Thomas.  

Complete silence was the rule.  Break the rule and you’d be spending 
an extra half-hour. 

I would be tardy about once every ten days.  In some 

instances, it was due to my lack of diligence.  In other instances, it was 

due to circumstances beyond my control.  An unexpected snowstorm 

could mean that I would need an extra twenty minutes to deliver my 

papers.  At other times, my brother required some unexpected help.  
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When I tried to explain to Brother Thomas why I was late, nothing 

satisfied him.  Brother Thomas always had a sour disposition.  If bad 

weather happened, then he informed me that it was my responsibility 

to get up earlier.  If my brother seriously needed a shirt ironed, then 

Brother Thomas would challenge me saying, “Why didn’t you handle 

that the night before?”  Soon, I gave up even trying to explain.  

Nothing sufficed.  Hence, I found it easier to take my medicine in 
silence. . . . 

Eight years later, I had joined the Marianists, the same religious 

order to which Brother Thomas belonged.  As it happened, we were 

scheduled to make our annual retreat of eight days together in 

Dayton, OH.  I went to the retreat expecting to be able to see “the 
other side” of Brother Thomas now that we were “Brothers.” 

I was totally disappointed.  When I cheerfully introduced myself 

as the “tardy student” in his detention room, I got the same gruff 

response that I remembered six years earlier.  All in all, I soon 

discovered that there was no “other side” of Brother Thomas.  His 
whole life, whether in school or out of school, was dour and formal. 

Another eight years later, I had left the Marianists to pursue my 

life as a lay seminary professor.  As it happened, I was taking part in a 

retreat with former Marianists.  Mr. Thomas was there, but now he was 

smiling and was genuinely enjoying himself.  I was both amazed and 

puzzled.   I introduced myself again and expressed my puzzlement at 
the 180 degree turn around in his personality.  Here is what he told me: 

At the high school, I was assigned the task of being the disciplinarian.  Year 

after year, the role took over in my life.  After ten years, I came to the 

realization that my whole personality had been warped by my self-

identification as disciplinarian.  I went into counseling in fear and trembling.  I 

honestly didn’t know whether there was any other persona left inside me.  So I 

left the Marianists for a year in order to find out.  I joined a hiking club.  There I 

met a lovely woman who taught me how to laugh and play again.33  Now she 

is my wife, and I am literally living the life that I should have pursued from the 

very beginning.  For the first time in my life I can say that I am supremely 

happy.   

Quiet tears came into my eyes.  I knew precisely what he was 

telling me.  I had finally found my “Brother.” I spontaneously gave him 
a big, bear hug. 

 

Are my criticisms rash and disrespectful? 

Some persons will be sure to chide Aaron Milavec saying that 

the manner in which he exposes the defective logic and 
methodology of Cardinal Ratzinger is altogether improper.  How so?   

First, Milavec is just one theologian in the Church; Cardinal 

Ratzinger, by contrast, holds an exalted office in the Vatican which 

requires him to authoritatively decide certain delicate matters and to 
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instruct the worldwide bishops as to what they are to think and to do 

relative to these matters.  In brief, Milavec should humbly submit 

himself to be taught by Cardinal Ratzinger.  Worse yet, Milavec takes 
upon himself the task of publicly correcting Ratzinger.   

Second, if Milavec is indeed a Catholic theologian, then his 

proper role is to defend the teaching magisterium and certainly not to 

call it into question.  If Milavec notices flaws in Cardinal Ratzinger 

teaching, therefore, he should humbly and privately bring his 

observations to Cardinal Ratzinger’s attention and to leave it to him to 
decide if anything needs to be revised.   

Third, it is altogether unfitting to broadcast to the whole Church 

the manifest flaws within the authoritative teaching of Cardinal 

Ratzinger since this has the effect of teaching Catholics to disrespect 

the “holy office” itself.  God himself has set Cardinal Ratzinger over us 

as our teacher and our guide in coming to arrive at God’s point of 

view in the matter of homosexuality.  Milavec’s role is to listen and 
obey.  

How would I respond to these charges?  I would, first of all, 

acknowledge that there is some merit in each of these three points.  

But I don’t want to get into an analysis at this point.  It would be non-

productive.  Rather, let me tell you a story which will make my possible 
rebuttal all the more clear.   

When I was first hired to teach at The Athenaeum of Ohio, 

Daniel Pilarczyk was then the Archbishop of Cincinnati and head of 

the Board of Trustees for the seminary.  At that time, Archbishop 

Pilarczyk was writing a popular book on key aspects of the modern 

Church.  One chapter was entitled, “Authority is Good for You.”  In an 

attempt to garnish feedback for his book, Archbishop Pilarczyk 

distributed to the Athenaeum faculty a preliminary draft of his chapter 

that would become the basis for an open discussion.  So, on the 

appointed day and time, the entire faculty sat in a circle of chairs and 

awaited the arrival of the Archbishop.  He arrived and warmly greeted 

the Rector and Dean and those few members of the faculty that he 

knew due to their long years of service at the Athenaeum.  Since I was 
a new-comer, I just enjoyed the Archbishop’s charming ways. 

The Archbishop summarized his chapter in ten minutes.  He 

spoke of how every human organization, whether it is for a garden 

club, a manufacturing business, or a city government, must have a 

hierarchy of duly appointed officers who were charged with the good 

management of the whole enterprise.  The Church, therefore, should 

not imagine that she is exempt from this rule.  Good management 

requires that the appointed officers achieve the common good by 

assigning specific tasks to specific individuals.  Offices were expected 

to give directions and to hold their subordinates accountable.  

Subordinates, on the other hand, were expected to serve the 

common good by obeying their superiors and fulfilling the tasks 

assigned to them.  Theologians, in this scheme of things, the 
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Archbishop explained, had “the role of explaining and defending the 

Catholic teaching of the popes and bishops.”  So, then the meeting 
was thrown open for discussion. 

A long and uncomfortable silence fell upon the group.  Our 

resourceful Dean of Studies broke the ice by applauding the 

Archbishop for allowing us to notice that the Catholic Church was not 

an exceptional case of hierarchical office holders demanding 

obedience.  The same thing also applied to Proctor and Gamble, the 

great soap company that had its international headquarters in 
Cincinnati.  Another long silence followed. 

Lessons learned from Proctor and Gamble 

My mind was racing.  Something was not quite right in the 

model that the Archbishop was setting before us.  But I was trying to 

find a way to say it. . . .  So, I threw caution to the winds, and decided 
to start speaking.  Here is what came out: 

Let’s look at the case of Ivory Soap.  

Throughout the world, Ivory Soap is 

being sold to the public as a safe 

and efficient cleansing soap that is 

“99 and 44 hundredths percent 

pure.”  Everyone in the 

corporation, from the top of the 

hierarchy all the way down the 

chain of command, stands behind 

this product.  The Publicity 

Department takes great pride in 

unflinchingly promoting the use of 

this product and they spend 

millions of dollars advertising the 

wholesome benefits of Ivory Soap to the public.   

So far so good.  But the management and the Publicity Department at Proctor 

and Gamble depend very much upon the Research and Development 

Department.  The task of the R&D people, for example, is to thoroughly test a 

new product before it is released to the public.  Even after a new product is 

released, however, the R&D people are keen to keep records of instances 

when the product failed.  In the files of the Research and Development 

Department, therefore, there is a file folder with reports detailing the “product 

failures” of Ivory Soap.   

Ah, here’s one of the cases detailed in this folder.  What does it tell us?  It tells 

us about a little girl of four who decided to give a bath to the two-week-old 

kittens that were clustered around their mother in quiet corner of the kitchen.  

This little girl used Ivory Soap that was “99 and 44 hundredths percent pure.”  

After the bath, however, all three kittens were blind.  This was an unfortunate 

result.  The R&D people decided not to recommend that management 

withdrawing the product because “most adults would never presume to use 

Ivory Soap to clean two-week-old kittens.”  However, they did alert 

management that even a product guaranteed to be “99 and 44 hundredths 

percent pure” would inevitable, under certain circumstances, end up doing 

great harm. 
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So now let’s apply this to the task of theologians.  It occurs to me that the task 

of theologians is to be like the R&D people and to thoroughly check out a new 

product before it is distributed to the public.  The Immaculate Conception of 

Mary, for example, was rigorously investigated by a committee of theologians 

and historians before it was proclaimed as part of Catholic doctrine by Pius IX.  

Once proclaimed, theologians and bishops worked together as a Publicity 

Department to communicate it accurately to the faithful and to encourage its 

use within their pious devotions to Mary.  This is the area where our Archbishop 

focused his attention. 

So, now, in keeping with my analogy, I arrive at the point of recognizing that 

every new doctrine can never be 100 percent pure.  Every doctrine, no matter 

how pure it seems on the surface, will inevitably result in doing great harm 

under certain circumstances.  So, I’m asking myself, who are the R&D people 

in the Church who are responsible for keeping track of the failures of our 

doctrines.  And once the failures begin to multiply, who are the R&D people 

who are responsible for alerting the bishops that a particular product may 

have so many documented failures as to require either that “a warning label 

detailing dangerous side-effects be published” or that the “product be 

withdrawn from general use as a hazard to spiritual health”?  And, in the end, if 

theologians have this task and the hierarchy and the people vitally depend 

upon us to function in this capacity, then why are we, as theologians, not 

making this clear in our job descriptions?  And why are our bishops not asking 

us theologians to keep them informed of the high failure rates of some of our 

current doctrines? 

I’m laughing to myself as I recall and write down this story.  I 

took the Archbishop’s metaphor and extended it in a direction that, 

apparently, no one else had been thinking about.  Jesus told 

disturbing parables.  Now, here I was, creating a parable that both 

endorsed and challenged the position taken by our Archbishop.  It 

might also have served to challenge my colleagues to think of their 
job descriptions in a brand-new way.   

But, just as Jesus encountered instances where his parables 

brought everyone to silence, so it was with my parable.  A long, 

uncomfortable silence fell upon us.  The Archbishop finally spoke, 

“Gosh, I never thought about it that way.  I’m going to have to think 
about what you said.”   

When the Archbishop’s book34 finally came out, I checked his 

chapter on authority to see whether anything had changed.  Nothing 

I could notice.  He did change the title though from “Authority is Good 
for You” to the more neutral, “Authority in the Church.”  

So, did I fail?  Not entirely.  For, over the years, I became more 

and more aware of how some approved doctrines of my Church were 

causing grave harm to so many people. Only a few isolated 

theologians and pastors had sufficient love for the Church combined 

with sufficient fearlessness to perform the very unwelcome task of 

serving as God’s prophets and whistle-blowers.  So, it is my love for the 

people of God and my fearlessness that prompted our Father in 
Heaven to choose me to write what I have written in this book.   
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Have I been too hard on Cardinal Ratzinger?  Some may think 

so.  All I can see is that our children are dying as a result of the toxic 

side-effects of this doctrine.  Some have taken their own lives out of 

shame and desperation.  Fathers have disowned their sons.  Mothers 

are ashamed of their daughters.  Some are cast out--hungry, 

homeless, and miserable.  Our Church has been savagely torn apart 

by Ratzinger’s doctrine.  Lesbians in permanent unions have been 

denied Communion.  Teachers supporting them are being fired from 
our Catholic schools.  

 So, as I see it, my task is to write the “WARNING LABEL” that our 

bishops are unable and unwilling to write.  I pray to God that I will be 

more successful than when I told my parable during the faculty 

colloquium with the Archbishop.  But it is not healthy for me to 

overwhelm myself with self-doubts.  It is too late for that.  Like Jesus, I 

go forward no matter what the cost.  I leave the outcome in the 
hands of our Father as was the case with Jesus.   
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What the bible says about same-sex unions  

 Cardinal Ratzinger uses arguments largely drawn from reason.  

Other opponents of gays and lesbians, however, begin by pointing 

out that there are critical texts in the Jewish and Christian Scriptures 

that explicitly condemn men having sex with other men.  In fact, the 

terms “sodomy” and “sodomize” came into the English language due 

to the biblical narrative (Gen 19:1-15) that describes how God’s wrath 

fell on the city of Sodom precisely because its male citizenry took 
delight in humiliating outsiders by raping them anally.   

This biblical text and others as well never speak of men having 

sex with other men as a sign and symbol of the love bond that binds 

them together.35 God’s wrath fell on the city of Sodom because of 

detestable “acts of hate” being inflicted upon strangers.  There is no 

biblical text that either approves or disapproves of “acts of love” 
between committed same-sex partners.    

St. Paul in his letter to the Romans condemns idolatry for it 

leads to homosexuality.  Idolatry, in Paul’s mind, leaves aside worship 

of the Creator and, in its place, “exchanged the glory of the 

incorruptible God for an image in the form of corruptible man and of 

birds and four-footed animals.” In parallel fashion, idolatry leads a 

man to exchange the sexual use of his wife and to seek sexual 

satisfaction36 with another man: “men abandoned the natural 

function of the woman and burned in their desire toward one 
another.”  

Paul, in his letters, condemns shameful acts of sex.  He 

condemns the man sleeping with his step-mother (1 Cor 5:1).  He 

condemns “male prostitutes”37 and “sodomites” (1 Cor 6:9).  Most 

scholars38 remind us that Corinth was famously dedicated to the 

goddess Aphrodite (Venus) and that temple prostitution was the 

standard way for religious devotees, both men and women, to 

worship the goddess and to maintain the temple staff as well.   The 

fact that Paul condemns “idolaters” first and then goes on to 

immediately name “adulterers, male prostitutes, and sodomites” (1 

Cor 6:9 NRSV) may signal that these are the horrendous offshoots of 
temple worship. 

 In the Letter to the Romans, Paul expressly condemns 
“homosexuality.”  Why so?  Here is the progression in his argument. 

 First, men exchanged “the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped and served 

the creature [idols] rather than the Creator” (Rom 1:25).  Next, as a result, 

“God gave them over in the lusts of their hearts to impurity” (1:24).   “Their 

women exchanged the natural function for that which is unnatural, and in the 

same way also the men abandoned the natural function of the woman and 

burned in their desire toward one another” (1:26).   

The link that Paul draws between idolatry and homosexuality39 may 

appear obscure to modern thinkers.  This link, however, is very clear 
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and dear to Paul.  The implied logic is this: Make the mistake of 

exchanging worship of the true God for idol worship and, in the next 

moment, you will make the mistake of exchanging natural sex for 

unnatural sex.  Paul’s argument here only works, however, if he is 

addressing heterosexuals.  He fully expects his readers in Rome to 

viscerally gag when Paul speaks of homosexual sex.  At no point does 

Paul ever imagine that any of his readers might have a sexual 

orientation different from his own and that they entered into same-sex 

unions as a result of a natural instinctual affection.  Hence, Paul’s 

condemnation of homosexuality can have no application to same-sex 

unions as they exist today.  Why so?  Because Paul is dealing with 
heterosexuals falling into homosexuality as a result of their idolatry.40 

 

My analysis of Paul here agrees with those arguments made by 

Matthew Vines in his online videos.41 For readers who are keen to know 

what the Bible teaches about homosexual unions, Vines offers a fresh 

and compelling viewpoint that is worth special attention.  You will 

have the opportunity to see and hear Vines in just a minute.  Let me 
give you some background that will prepare you to listen to him. 

Matthew Vines as a reluctant prophet 

Matthew Vines grew up in an Evangelical Presbyterian Church 

in Kirkwood, Missouri.  When he slowly came to the realization that he 

had a homosexual orientation, he was horrified by the fact that his 

Presbyterian church offered him no route whereby he might gain 
God’s blessing for his sexuality: 

We affirm God's design for the two sexes – male and female – and believe that 

each is a glorious gift from God.  Our sexuality is meant to be offered back to 

Him.  For some, this means joining in a one-man, one-woman marriage – for 

procreation, union and mutual delight.  For others, this means celibacy which 

allows for undivided devotion to Christ.  Sexual expression is designed for the 

marital relationship, and homosexual lust42 and behavior are among the sexual 

sins that are outside God's created intent and desire for us. 

  Vine, at the age of 21, realized that his divine salvation relied 

upon his willingness to accept God’s plan that sexual intimacy was 

exclusively reserved to heterosexual partners bound together in 

marriage.  Since Vines knew that he was not attracted to women, he 

faced the bleak prospect of trying “reparative therapies”43 and 

praying to God for a miracle that would “transform his sexual 

appetites.”44  Should these options fail, he knew full well that he would 

be forced to maintain a lifelong celibacy, even though he honestly 
recognized that he was not naturally inclined in this direction either.   
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Shaken by these bleak prospects for his future, Vines 

deliberately interrupted his college studies at Harvard (2008-2010) 

because he knew that he had to consult with biblical experts and 

come to a deeper understanding of why God opposes homosexuality 
as a divine calling for men like himself.   

After doing some biblical research, he drafted a six-page 

summary of his results that he submitted to his father.  He trusted his 

father to have wisdom in this matter that exceeded his own.  When his 

father accepted his initial findings, he spent months expanded his 

study and made preparations to share his discoveries with members of 
his church who were concerned about this issue.   

In order to reach a wider audience, Vines spent $500 of his 

own money to have a professionally crafted five-minute video 

produced.  He distributed this online in March of 2012 under the 

YouTube title, "The Gay Debate: The Bible and Homosexuality."  Given 

the largely positive response that his video received, Vines went 

ahead and prepared a full-hour video.  In April 2014, Vines published a 

book, God and the Gay Christian.  He then entered into public 

debates with pastors and theologians.  Vines debated Dr. Michael 

Brown, author of Can You Be Gay and Christian? on Moody Radio on 

28 June 2014.45  Given the pain and confusion expressed by hundreds 

of young people who poured out their woes to him in emails, Vines felt 

called to initiate The Reformation Project—“a nonprofit organization 

designed to connect, train and empower LGBTQ Christians and their 
allies to actively promote changes in their churches on this issue.”46  
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Matthew Vines as a young man on fire 

Make your choice for viewing either the short or the long 
exposure to Vines: 

Click on your 
choice: 

Title Content 

Five-minute 
version 

“God and the Gay 
Christian” (2012) 

His video went viral here: 
https://www.youtube.com/ 
watch?v=gmp6lLct-fQ 
 

Hour-long 
lecture 

“The Gay Debate:  
The Bible and 
Homosexuality” 
(2012) 

College Hill UM Church 
presentation with multi-
lingual transcript 
https://www.youtube.com/ 
watch?v=HyVvjAdbaaQ 

 

What are your thoughts and feelings on what you have just heard 

from Matthew Vine?  I invite you to take a sheet of paper and to write 

them down for future use.  If you own this book, then you might want 
to do this on one of the blank pages. 
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Look at the graph on this page.  What bearing does this have 

upon the audience that Matthew Vines is addressing?  How do you 

account for the fact that White Evangelical Protestants manifest the 

strongest antagonism to same-sex marriages?  Where do you suppose 
the U.S. Catholic bishops would stand on this graph?  

In the past four years, all of the categories have gone up 

slightly.  The figures for 2017 are 85%, 68%, 67%, 44%, 35%.  How do you 

account for the fact that acceptance of same-sex marriages 
continues to slowly rise in all the categories polled? 

Matthew Vines presents to young Christians who love God and 
who trust the Bible this very compelling insight: 

What sexual orientation is for straight people is their capacity for romantic love 

and self-giving.  It’s not just about sexual attraction and behavior.  It’s because 

we have a sexual orientation that we’re able to fall in love with someone, to 

build a long-term, committed relationship with them, and to form a family.  

Family is not about sex, but for so many of us, it still depends upon having a 

companion, a spouse.  And that’s true for gay people as well as for straight 

people.  That is what sexual orientation means for them, too.47     

This is precisely what I discovered in 1968 when I interviewed my first 

lesbian couple.  Vine, however, gives this proposition much more 

urgency today because he remains committed to the Christian way of 

life even if this way of life excludes him from one of the most precious 
blessings that a young man can find: 
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I don’t sense a special calling to celibacy, and I may well find someone I grow 

to love and would like to spend the rest of my life with.  But if that were to 

happen, following the traditional interpretation, if I were to fall in love with 

someone, and if those feelings were reciprocated, my only choice would be 

to walk away, to break my heart, and retreat into isolation, alone.  And this 

wouldn’t be just a one-time heartbreak.  It would continue throughout my 

entire life.  Whenever I came to know someone whose company I really 

enjoyed, I would always fear that I might come to like them too much, that I 

might come to love them.  And within the traditional interpretation of Scripture, 

falling in love is one of the worst things that could happen to a gay person.48 

Vine, bless his heart, judges that there is something wrong with this 

outcome.  Why does God create gays and lesbians if he knows that 

he is dooming them to lifelong frustration and that they will never 

know the gift of intimacy that he offers those who are born with 
heterosexual inclinations?    

Vines continues: 

  In Matthew 7, in the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus warns against false teachers, 

and he offers a principle that can be used to test good teaching from bad 

teaching.  By their fruit, you will recognize them, he says.  Every good tree 

bears good fruit, but a bad tree bears bad fruit.  A good tree cannot bear bad 

fruit, and a bad tree cannot bear good fruit.  Good teachings, according to 

Jesus, have good consequences.  That doesn’t mean that following Christian 

teaching will or should be easy, and in fact, many of Jesus’ commands are not 

easy at all – turning the other cheek, loving your enemies, laying down your life 

for your friends.  But those are all profound acts of love that both reflect God’s 

love for us and that powerfully affirm the dignity and worth of human life and 

of human beings.     

[But, for gays and lesbians, the traditional teaching on homosexuality] has not 

borne good fruit in their lives, and it’s caused them incalculable pain and 

suffering.  If we’re taking Jesus seriously that bad fruit cannot come from a 

good tree, then that should cause us to question whether the traditional 

teaching is correct.49 
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The psychological and spiritual harm that falls 
upon children  

Matthew Vines identifies a hidden menace that exists within 

communities that preach “submission to God” as the necessary 

condition for the salvation of lesbians.  For myself, it was in reading 

Hillary McFarland’s book, Quivering Daughters (2010), that I realized 

just exactly what this menace is.  McFarland summarizes her thesis in 
just a few lines: 

For many wives and daughters, the Christian home [and the Christian church] 

is not always a safe place.    And through spiritual and emotional abuse, 

women who [subordinate themselves to their husbands in all things and] 

become "the least of these" . . . experience deep wounds that only God can 

heal.  But if living "God's way" caused this pain [for women], why should they 

trust Him to heal it? 

  These words could apply just 

as well to the “anti-gay gospel” 

preached within the church in 

which Matthew Vines was 

raised.  If he had submitted 

meekly to this “gospel,” then his 

resistance would have been 

broken, and he would have 

completely submitted (“Not my 

will, but thine be done.”).   And 

while this “anti-gay gospel” 

promises him eternal life in the 

world to come, his whole 

existence in this world would be 

menaced by the incessant fear of God and the reoccurring 

realization that being gay condemns him to a life devoid of an 

intimate partner who holds him when he is afraid, who heals him when 
he is wounded, and who goes with him wherever God might lead. 

This is why the personal spiritual journey of Matthew Vines is of 

critical importance.  After his father approved of his six-page 

summation of his biblical research, Vines took his discoveries and 

presented them to the elders in the Evangelical Presbyterian Church in 

his home town.  He met privately with many of the church members as 
well.  And here is what he discovered: 

Despite my best efforts and the support of my family and some of our friends, 

our broader church community proved unreceptive to my message.  Months 

of grueling, emotionally draining conversations with church leaders and 

members produced next to nothing in terms of progress.  So eventually I left, 

dejected and depressed, but also determined to make change.  Several 

months later, I found a church in town that was brave enough to offer me a 

public platform to speak about the issue. . . .50 
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Notice here that Vines didn’t think that he should stay in the 

hope of slowly wearing down their resistance.51  Nor was he tempted 

to just give in, to acknowledge the superior insights accumulated in his 

church tradition, and to get on with the task of trying to make peace 

with the realization that sexual intimacy would never have any 
sanctioned place in his life.   

Matthew Vines’ entire family deciding to leave their church as 

well.  They didn’t do this in anger or in frustration.  They did it because 

they wanted to express, first and foremost, their solidarity with their son 

or with their brother.  They also did this, I would conjecture, because 

they were increasingly suspicious, thanks to the insights of their son, 

that there might be something drastically mistaken in the traditional 

Bible interpretations and that the “anti-gay gospel” was indeed 

destructive to the spiritual and psychological well-being of Matthew.  

By extension, they might have conjectured that if the “anti-gay 

gospel” is poisonous to their son, it would follow, as the night follows 

the day, that this “gospel” would be toxic to other youths52 wrestling 

with their sexual orientation as well.  Here is how Vines masterfully 
expresses this in his own words: 

Could it be true?  Could it really be that this holiest of books, which contains 

some of the most beautiful writings and inspiring stories known to mankind, 

along with the unparalleled teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, also happens to 

require the emotional and spiritual destruction of sexual minorities?  For any of 

us who learned to love the Jesus who called the little children to him, whose 

highest law was that of love, and who was a fierce defender of the 

downtrodden and the outcast, this simply did not seem possible.53 

Thus, the suspicion was that the teachings of Jesus invalidate the “anti-

gay gospel” and that, in the case of homosexuality, false teaching has 

distorted the biblical texts such that “Scripture is used to manipulate.  
God is used as a weapon.” 54  

Matthew Vines use of Scriptures is quite sophisticated.  Vines is 

not only casting doubt on the “anti-gay gospel” and the texts used to 

support it, he is also discovering overlooked texts that construct a solid 

basis for an eventual acceptance of homosexual unions.  Here is an 
excellent example: 

In the first two chapters of Genesis, God creates the heavens and the earth, 

plants, animals, man, and everything in the earth.  And He declares everything 

in creation to be either good or very good – except for one thing.  In Genesis 

2:18, God says, “It is not good for the man to be alone.  I will make a helper 

suitable for him.”  And yes, the suitable helper or partner that God makes for 

Adam is Eve, a woman.  And a woman is a suitable partner for the vast 

majority of men – for straight men.  But for gay men, that isn’t the case.  For 

them, a woman is not a suitable partner.  And in all of the ways that a woman 

is a suitable partner for straight men—for gay men, it’s another gay man55 who 

is a suitable partner.   
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And the same is true for lesbian women.  For them, it is another lesbian woman 

who is a suitable partner.  But the necessary consequence of the traditional 

teaching on homosexuality is that, even though gay people have suitable 

partners, they must reject them, and they must live alone for their whole lives, 

without a spouse or a family of their own.   

We are now declaring good the very first thing in Scripture that God declared 

not good: for the man to be forced to be alone.  And the fruit that this 

teaching has borne has been deeply wounding and destructive.56 

Notice how Vines begins by carefully examining the text of 

Gen 1-3.  He isolates God’s declaration, “It is not good for a man to be 

alone,” as his key concern.  But then he shows that the “anti-gay 
gospel” frustrates God’s declaration in two ways:  

1. Gay people know very well that God has created for them 

“suitable partners,” yet the “anti-gay gospel” declares that 
same-sex partners are everywhere and always unsuitable;  

2. Likewise, the “anti-gay gospel” declares that gays must 

embrace life-long celibacy; yet, in so doing, they frustrate 

God’s declaration that “it is not good for a man to be alone” 
(Gen. 2:18).  

 This double failure on the part of the “anti-gay gospel” is “deeply 

wounding and destructive.”  The unspoken complaint here is that 

following the gospel of life should lead to peace, joy, and 

understanding; hence, quite clearly the “anti-gay gospel” is not the 

gospel of life even though Matthew’s church declares that it is the 
one and only Gospel. 

Vines’ argument could be further expanded by taking note 

that in Gen. 1, God alone judges the worth of his majestic creation on 

the six days.  “God saw everything that he had made, and indeed, it 

was very good” (Gen. 1:31).  Not so in Gen 2.  Here it is the earthling 

(Adam) who signals to God that he is lonely.  The assumption of the 

narrative is that God is never lonely; hence, not even God could have 

anticipated the onset of loneliness nor could he have immediately 

known how to heal this loneliness.  Nonetheless, God takes Adam at 
his word and throws himself into trying to find an appropriate solution:  

So out of the ground the Lord God formed every animal of the field and every 

bird of the air, and brought them to the man to see what he would call them; 

and whatever the man called every living creature, that was its name (Gen. 

2:19). 

Notice here how, after each new trial, God brings his latest 

creation to the earthling so that he can name it and, quite possibly, 

discover whether this new creature will dispel his loneliness.  Notice 

carefully that the text demonstrates that God cannot anticipate the 

final solution to Adam’s problem.  He must experiment and then await 

Adam’s response.  This is because the “loneliness” belongs properly to 
the earthling and not to God. 
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What we can learn from this is that God, in the case of gays 

and lesbians, would not presume to know in advance that gays and 

lesbians would be prone to loneliness.  Even then, God would have to 

wait and see how gays and lesbians would choose to dispel their 

loneliness.57  If God himself has to be patient and to listen, then it 

would be incumbent upon pastors in the Christian churches to do the 

same.  When they sidestep this listening process, they easily err 

because they take the “anti-gay gospel” given to them and force it 

upon people they do not properly understand.58  So, the churches can 

error easily when they fail to act with the same care and discernment 
that God himself displays in Gen 2. 

The Catholic decision-making process 

When it comes to Catholics, its church leaders never engaged 

in a worldwide listening process. Nor was there a period when free 

and open discussion was openly encouraged among pastors, lay 

ministers, and theologians.  The worldwide bishops were never officially 

consulted and never permitted, in their periodic gatherings, to discuss 

the special needs of gays and lesbians.  As things turned out, 

everything happened in secret sessions in the Vatican.  Decisions were 

reached, documents were prepared, and official letters were sent 

instructing the worldwide bishops and pastors on how to think and act 

in the face of pressure being applied by LBGT groups to find 

recognition for their way of life.  The process was centralized, 

secretive, and defensive.  It entirely defeated the principles of 

collegiality and subsidiarity that were spelled out in the Vatican II 
documents. 

The overall picture is this: Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger pushed 

through his anti-gay agenda using his office as head of the CDF and 

ever since then he has poisoned the atmosphere within the Catholic 

Church.  At no point did he consult the world-wide bishops on this 

matter.  Nor did he urge Pope John Paul II to create a Pontifical 

Commission that would bring together a concerned group of parents, 

pastors, psychologists, doctors, and theologians to deliberate on this 

matter.  Nor did he consult two bodies that already exist for the 

purpose of aiding the CDF and the Pope regarding difficult questions: 

The International Theological Commission59 and the Pontifical Biblical 

Commission60.  Nor did he distribute his critical writings and invite 

concerned persons to advise and improve them prior to their 

publication.  In effect, therefore, one man decided that his judgment 

on homosexuality was beyond dispute, and he accordingly bypassed 

any consultation and collaboration outside of his closed circle of 
followers.   

Thirty years later, “faithful” bishops continue their dangerous 

practice of ramrodding Cardinal Ratzinger’s defective teaching as 

binding upon all pastors.  Ratzinger’s doctrine is normative for 
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designing the curriculum of Catholic students in Catholic schools.  

Parents and teachers are expected to train children and students in 

this same doctrine.61  Anyone who fails to abide by the Ratzinger 

doctrine is challenged and silenced.  This SHAMEFUL practice has 

caused immense suffering and divisiveness within the Church.  Surely 

this is not the Gospel of Jesus in action.  Chapter 3 will make this very 

clear. 

 
For more details and a free sample, go to https://payhip.com/b/e2TY  

https://payhip.com/b/e2TY
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Ch3 How John J. McNeill, Pope Francis,  

and the U.S. Supreme Court  

Safeguard our Future 

  Fr. John J. McNeill, S.J., was a 

Jesuit psycho-therapist and theologian 

concerned about Catholic gays and 

lesbians in the 1960s.  He dedicated his 

special talents to enabling them to sort 

out their sexual puzzlement within the 

context of their quest for a loving God.  

Fr. McNeill, after many fruitful years of 

being an ally of gays and lesbians, 

disclosed that he himself had a 

homosexual orientation.  He was 

acclimated to living as a celibate; 

hence, there was no sudden need to 

develop intimate relations with male 
lovers.   

Fr. McNeill’s had a long and 

intensive ministry among gays.  In 

addition to his many writings on the 

church and homosexuality, he co-

founded a chapter of Dignity (a national group advocating for the 

rights of gay Catholics in the church) in New York City.  In the late 60s, 

he arrived at a very constructive perspective respecting the special 

calling of gays and lesbians within their Church and within their 

society.  At the same time, he was one of the first persons to reach out 

to the Catholic community and to warn them that “homophobic 

interpretations”62 had corrupted the interpretation of God’s Word.  
Here are his three propositions: 

 

Proposition #1: “In all cultures and in every period of history, a 

certain percentage of men and women develop as gays and 

lesbians.  These individuals should be considered as part of God’s 

creative plan.  Their sexual orientation has no necessary connection 

with sin, sickness, or failure [neither their own or their parents]; rather, it 
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is a gift from God to be accepted and lived out with gratitude. God 
does not despise anything God has created.” 63 

Analysis: Notice that McNeill begins by including homosexuals 

and heterosexuals as being equally created by God and, due to their 

innate orientation, everyone is called to serve God through the unique 

gifts and callings that he has written on their hearts.  Instead of hating 

their condition, gays and lesbians are thus orientated to accept with 

gratitude and to implement the vocation to which God has uniquely 
called them. 

 

Proposition #2: “Homosexuals, rather than being a menace to 

the values of society and the family, as many have tended to assume, 

have, as a part of God’s creative plan, special gifts and qualities and 

a very positive contribution to make to the development of society.  

Indeed, if lesbians and gay men were to disappear, the further 

development of society toward greater humaneness would be 
seriously endangered.” 64 

Analysis: McNeill shifts his perspective from God’s point of view 

to that of our current society.  He emphasizes here what no official 

Church document has ever allowed: namely, that the homosexual 

orientation ought not be denied, suppressed, or transmuted because 

the special gifts and qualities that gays and lesbians hope to bring to 

society at large can flourish only when gays and lesbians are true to 

what God has made them to be.  The pioneering psychoanalyst, Carl 

Jung, observed in his clinical practice that gay people “often are 

endowed with a wealth of religious feelings, which help to bring the 

ecclesia spiritualis into reality.”65 Fr. McNeill agrees with Jung’s 

assessment entirely.  Both of them had gay and lesbian clients and 
both of them came to parallel conclusions. 

Critique:  McNeill speaks positively of the contribution that gays 

and lesbians might make to the development of society.  However, 

just as in the case of heterosexuals, some homosexuals become 

embittered by their suffering and, in turn, they cause needless suffering 
to those around them, and tear down the fabric of society.   

 

Proposition #3: “The church’s traditional position has been that 

since every homosexual act is sinful and contrary to God’s plan, the 

love that exists between gay and lesbian people is sinful and alienates 

the lover from God.  I argued that the love between two lesbians or 

gay men, assuming that it is a constructive human love, is not sinful. . . .  

On the contrary, it can be a holy love, mediating God’s presence in 
the human community as effectively as heterosexual love.”66   

Analysis: Finally Fr. McNeill addresses the issue from the 

vantage point of the official Church.  Immediately he gives his own 

moral judgment: “On the contrary, it can be a holy love. . . .” Using 

more traditional language, McNeill arrives at the same position as 
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does Matthew Vines when he affirmed, with his youthful enthusiasm, 

that “gay people have the very same capacity for romantic love and 
self-giving that straight people do.”   

How was Father McNeill received?   

 When Father McNeill’s book was published, there was a surge 

of hope and optimism that (a) gays and lesbians themselves would 

discover that their condition was not a curse of God but a blessing 

and (b) that the Catholic hierarchy would open up free and public 

discussions, both formal and informal, that would lead to a revision of 

its blanket condemnation of homosexual acts as inherently disordered 
and sinful.  Here are Father McNeill’s expectations in his own words: 

After more than four years of exhaustive research [1970-1974] to write the 

book, the Imprimi Potest was obtained only after an additional two years of 

intense review [1974-1976] by leading moral theologians both in the United 

States and in Rome. They were unanimous in recommending that the book be 

published. I naively assumed that by granting me an Imprimi Potest, the 

Church, in the liberating spirit that followed Vatican II, was ready and willing to 

reexamine its teaching on homosexuality and that approving my book for 

publication was the first step in that process. The theologians who reviewed 

the manuscript believed, as I did, that the new evidence coming from the 

fields of scriptural studies, history, psychology, sociology, and moral theology 

seriously challenged every premise on which the traditional teaching was 

based. They anticipated, as I did, that my book would begin a public debate 

on Church teaching that would eventually lead to the Church's revision of its 

understanding of homosexuality.67 

Later, in his autobiography, Father McNeill would draw 
attention to more details: 

The General of the Jesuits, Pedro Arrupe, ordered me to submit the manuscript 

to two sets of censors, one a group of moral theologians in the USA, the other a 

group of moral theologians in Rome. All the censors approved publication.  

Then, Fr. Arrupe sent an order to the New York Provincial of the Jesuits granting 

his official approval for the publication of my book, The Church and the 

Homosexual, and granting approval to publish the book with an Imprimi 

Potest.68 

Then, out of the blue, lightning struck!    

After Pedro Arrupe had a massive stroke Pope John Paul dismissed him as 

General of the Jesuits giving Pedro’s granting an imprimi potest for my book as 

one of the reasons.69   

One year after publication, in 1977, the Congregation for the Doctrine 

of the Faith (CDF) under the direction of Cardinal Ratzinger ordered 
the removal of the Imprimi Potest from my book.   

Because of my appearances on popular television programs such as "Today" 

and "The Phil Donahue Show," the CDF accused me of violating a nonexistent 

agreement that the public discussion would take place only among my peers 

in the theological community.70  
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As a penalty, Fr. McNeill was effectively silenced by a solemn 

mandate forbidding him “to write or speak on the issue of 

homosexuality in any of its aspects: theological, psychological, or 
sociological.”   

For ten years, until 1987, I observed the silence imposed on me by not speaking 

in public. During that period, my book was published around the world in five 

different languages. I had agreed to observe the silence, again in the hope 

that over time the Church would consider the evidence and begin a process 

of reevaluation. The American bishops did take several progressive steps 

toward liberalizing pastoral practice based on the distinction between 

homosexual orientation, which is neither chosen nor changeable, and 

homosexual behavior, which they continued to judge as contrary to God's will. 

They also called for legislation protecting the civil rights of gay people. But 

every time any move was made toward a better understanding and spiritual 

care of gay people, the Vatican intervened demanding that the Catholic 

Church in the United States maintain a homophobic stance on all gay issues. 

The best example of that interference is the Vatican demand in 1987 that all 

Dignity chapters be denied their right to meet on Church grounds.  

One major event was the release of the Vatican "Halloween" letter by Cardinal 

Ratzinger, the new head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, on 

31 October 1986. Rome took a giant step backward when it asserted that 

homosexual orientation was not a natural condition but represented an 

"objective disorder" and was an 'orientation to evil." Since most gay people 

experience their homosexual orientation as a part of creation, if they accept 

this Church teaching, they must see God as sadistically creating them with an 

intrinsic orientation to evil. Most gays would prefer to see the Church teaching 

as wrong, rather than believe God is sadistic. 

The Vatican document went so far in its hatred of all things gay as to assert 

that if homosexuals continue to claim "unthinkable" civil rights, then they should 

not be surprised by the violence inflicted upon them by gay-bashers and have 

only themselves to blame. This statement has been interpreted in some 

quarters as encouraging violence against gay people.71  

  In 1986, McNeill broke the mandated 

silence imposed upon him and, under great 

threat, his Jesuit superiors were forced to expel 

him from the Jesuit order early the next year.  

McNeill left religious life with no bank account, 

health insurance, etc., but he did not 

abandon his faith or his dedication to serving 

the GLBT community.  Why was this?  McNeill 
says this: 
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During the years of my practice of spiritual counseling and psychotherapy I 

discovered that most   gay men and women could not heal their wounds in 

isolation but needed a support group to help them make the discernment of 

spirits that would allow them to mature spiritually. I remember at the first 

meeting of Dignity in New York making the statement “Dignity is not something 

we can give ourselves! But it is something we can help give each other!” 

But after nine years of seeing an increase in homophobia in the Vatican and a 

refusal of any effort at dialogue and witnessing the death and destruction of 

the AIDS plague I found I could no longer in conscience remain silent.72 

Again, I see here a parallel with Matthew Vines’  publishing his 

first book and then, a year later, turning his attention to creating 

month-long workshops whereby Evangelical Christians could learn 

how to read the Bible with new eyes and to return home with the 
mission of transforming their local church’s stance on homosexuality. 

 

New Ways Ministry 

The other high-profile case is that of Sr. Jeannine Gramick, 

SSND, and Fr. Robert Nugent, SDS.  In 1977, these two joined forces to 

found New Way Ministries, “a gay-positive ministry of advocacy and 

justice for lesbian and gay Catholics and reconciliation within the 

larger Christian and civil communities.”  Year after year, they did much 

speaking, writing, teaching, and consulting on issues of homosexuality 

and the church.  In 1984, enough pressure from influential ecclesiastics 

forced them to withdraw from New Ways, but they still continued their 
work privately or in collaboration with other groups nationwide.   

In 1988, the CDF launched an investigation into their activities 

because of concerns that the pair had “allowed ‘errors and 

ambiguities’ into their discussions of Catholic teaching on 

homosexuality.  The congregation said the two had not sufficiently 

emphasized church teaching that homosexual acts are ‘intrinsically 

disordered.’”  The inquiry closed over ten years later, with a directive 

ordering them to stop their pastoral ministry to gays and lesbians and 

their families.   In 1999 Nugent was further required to remain silent on 

issues of homosexuality—no more speaking or writing.  Since 
submitting, he returned to working in parish ministry.   

  Sr. Gramick took a 

different tack with her response.  As 

with Nugent, the CDF prohibited 

her from further ministry to 

homosexuals.  And while she had 

long performed this ministry with 

the blessing of her order, the 

School Sisters of Notre Dame, it—

under pressure from the CDF and 

the Congregation for the Institutes 
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of Consecrated Life and Societies of Apostolic Life (CICLSAL)—

ordered her in 2000 to keep silent about the Vatican investigation and 

on matters of homosexuality more generally.  This meant that she 

could not “encourage the faithful to publicly express their dissent from 

the official Magisterium, nor protest decisions of the Holy See, nor 

criticize the Magisterium in any public forum whatsoever concerning 
homosexuality or related issues.”  

After much deliberation, she decided that her conscience and 

commitments carried more weight than the pressure to honor the vow 

of obedience. Under threat of dismissal from her religious order, she 

insisted on speaking out and honoring her commitments actively,73 
eventually transferring to the Sisters of Loreto in 2001.74 

Analysis: In a healthy organization, someone in management 

might create a position paper and then give it to the people down 

the line who have lots of experience with which to critique and to 

improve it.  As a result, the original position paper gets revised and 

improved by those experts in the field.  In a dysfunctional organization, 

someone in management creates a position paper and then 

mandates that it must be implemented on all levels.  Those 

disagreeing or dragging their feet when it comes to implementation 

are “written up” for insubordination and, the next time around, if they 
persist, they are shown the door. 

The latter case describes Cardinal Ratzinger in his 26-year 

tenure heading up the CDF.  He produced the position papers.  No 

one knows whom he consulted or what changes were introduced.  

When he published them, it was not by way of initiating any discussion 

among experts or of soliciting feedback from those like Fr. John J. 

McNeill, S.J., Sr. Jeannine Gramick, SSND, or Fr. Robert Nugent, SDS 

who had years of experience with Catholic gays and lesbians, their 

troubles, their hopes, their fears, their victories.  Once published, 

Cardinal Ratzinger used his office to harass and punish anyone who 

disagreed with him.  He was their judge and jury.  He had no intention 

to give anyone disagreeing with him a fair hearing.  If they couldn’t 

learn to obey, then they deserved to be silenced, humiliated, and 

eventually thrown out of their orders and, if necessary, thrown out of 
their Church.  

Was the Church functioning as an unjust and dysfunctional 
system in this period?  You bet it is. 

I offer three reflections: 

#1 As for the repressive conduct of Cardinal Ratzinger and a 

large segment of the hierarchy in this matter, one would do well to 
remember the cautionary words of President Harry S. Truman:  

Once a government [or a Church] is committed to the principle of silencing 

the voice of opposition, it has only one way to go, and that is down the path 

of increasingly repressive measures, until it becomes a source of terror to all its 

citizens [believers] and creates a country where everyone lives in fear. 
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Some might think that a tyranny cloaked in the garb of Jesus can 

hardly be a tyranny. The truth, however, is just the opposite. The 

insistence of Cardinal Ratzinger and his allies that they were merely 

implementing the sovereign will of our Savior in these matters 

fundamentally distorted the person, the teaching, and the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ.75   

#2 Recently, John J. McCoy wrote a very thoughtful biography 

of Archbishop Hunthausen, a pastor who was powerfully transformed 

during his participation in Vatican II.  In his biography he laments how 

Hunthausen was hounded out of office and was replaced by a series 

of “autocratic monarchs who had little concern for transparency or 
accountability.”  Then he writes this: 

Under John Paul II and Benedict XVI, we became a church that censured, 

excluded, and punished to protect what was defined as universal Catholic 

Church.  I abhorred Benedict’s notion that for the sake of the truth, if would be 

better if the church dwindled to a small, faithful, and orthodox remnant.  Such 

an idea presumes that doctrine is unchanging.  Yet Vatican II recognized that 

doctrine evolves and develops in its encounter with the world.  How could a 

church that once justified slavery and called Jews “Christ-killers” hold that its 

teaching on marriage, sexuality, ordination, or any issue—save Christ’s divinity, 

love, and promise of eternal life—are immutable and unchangeable? 

#3 When Pope Benedict XVI was elected in 2005, the Jesuit 

magazine, America, published an editorial wherein the editors 
presented “Challenges for the New Pope” as they saw them: 

During the last couple of decades, there have been too many issues taken off 

the discussion table.  This has been very unhealthy for the church.  By some 

estimates, over 100 theologians have been silenced or reprimanded by the 

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.  

A church that cannot openly discuss issues is a church retreating into an 

intellectual ghetto.  And the issues are many: birth control, divorce, women 

priests, married priests, homosexuality, the selection of bishops, the over 

centralization of decision making in the Vatican, inclusive language, 

enculturation of the liturgy, catechetics, intercommunion and the role of the 

laity in church governance.  There are no simple answers to these issues, and 

reformers must recognize that every change has both positive and negative 

effects.  But without open discussion, church life will become more and more 

dysfunctional.76 

As we now know, Benedict XVI was incapable of allowing, much less 

encouraging, open discussion.  In fact, now that Cardinal Ratzinger 

was elected as the pope, he could push forward a retrenchment of a 

whole series of Vatican II reforms.  The hope of the Jesuits, however, 

was not entirely spoken in vain.  Benedict resigned on 11 Feb 201377 

and Pope Francis, himself a Jesuit, was elected to fulfill, in steady 

measured steps, the shattered hopes of his Jesuit brothers.   
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A church that cannot openly discuss issues is a 
church retreating into an intellectual ghetto. 

~~ “[Jesuit] Challenges for the New Pope” 
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The case of Mike Moroski78 

   Archbishop Dennis M. 

Schnurr of the Archdiocese of 

Cincinnati dismissed Mike 

Moroski, the assistant principal 

of Purcell Marian High School 

(Dayton, OH) after he refused 

to remove a private blog 

expressing support for same-sex 

marriages.  Here are the words 

of Mike Moroski describing the 

situation that has been 
imposed upon him: 

On Monday, February 4th [2014] I was given an ultimatum by the Archdiocese 

of Cincinnati.  Namely, to take down my post on this site entitled, “Choose 

Your Battles,” sign a number of documents assuring my silence and keep my 

job – or, resign. 

After much deliberation with my wife, family, trusted clergy, professionals from 

all walks of life and my own meditative silence, I decided not to take the post 

down, nor to recant my position that “I unabashedly believe gay people 

SHOULD be allowed to marry. . . .” 

If I take that post down I would not be able to look at the thousands of former 

students and families with whom I have worked for twelve years in the eye. . . .   

What would I say to all of them if I were to go against my OWN conscience79 so 

that I could keep my job for four months? 

I refused to agree to the Archdiocese’s terms BECAUSE OF my faith formation 

at Catholic schools and relationship with Catholic family members & clergy – 

not in spite of it [. . .] 

If any of you Cavaliers [students at Purcell Marian High School] are reading this, 

please know that I love you and I am in your corner.  I hope that someday you 

may come to understand why I am not in my office to share a laugh, a cry or a 

story. . . .   As I always tried to teach you – NEVER compromise who you are for 

someone else – and NEVER let anyone make you someone THEY want you to 

be.  Be strong and take care of one another [. . .] 

The “Morality Clause” in Teacher Contracts 
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  After the dismissal of Mike 

Moroski and after the Archdiocese 

was successfully sued in court by a 

fired teacher for $171,000,80 it 

appears that Archbishop Schnurr 

met with his lawyers and was 

advised to include a “morality 

clause”81 in all teacher contracts so 

as to better protect the interests of 

the Archdiocese in future court 

cases.82  This “morality clause,” 

would make it perfectly clear that 

teachers acknowledged certain 

ways of acting as incompatible with 

their employment in the 
Archdiocese.83 

The “morality clause” of the 

new teachers contract for the 2014-

2015 school year permits not only for the firing of gay and lesbian 

school employees, but also for anyone supporting of the “homosexual 

lifestyle” [which presumably includes same-sex marriage] as grounds 
for dismissal.  

 In response to Archbishop Schnurr’s “morality clause,” Dr. 

Sharon Groves, director of the Human Rights Campaign published the 
following analysis: 

At a time when Pope Francis is talking about support of civil unions, the 

Cincinnati Archdiocese, in a throwback to past times, is talking about firing 

gay and lesbian teachers and silencing their straight supporters.  This isn’t in 

keeping with the olive branch Pope Francis has extended to LGBTQ people 

around the world, but even more importantly, it’s not in keeping with the living 

message of God’s love of all people. 

The majority of Catholics and people of faith believe LGBTQ people deserve 

dignity, respect, and equal protections under the law,84 and at the same time 

leaders of the Cincinnati Archdiocese are determined to weed out supporters 

of LGBTQ equality.  This must stop. 

The new contract also prohibits membership in an LGBTQ equality 

organization, such as the Conference of Catholic Lesbians or DignityUSA.  

Creating a safe space for LGBTQ young people, by placing a multicolored-

rainbow sticker on your car bumper, for example, could [presumably] be 

grounds for dismissal.85 

I had the opportunity to interview some Catholic teachers 

perplexed by this change in policy.  All of them were angry at the 

heavy-handed coercion involved in the imposition of the “morality 

clause.”  One teacher noted that “signing this new contract 

effectively meant that we [the teachers] would lose our civil liberties 

outside the classroom as the price for continuing to teach inside the 

classroom.”  In contrast, Paul Kindt, a high school religion teacher, 
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reported that he proudly signed the contract because he believed 

that the Catholic Church has “THE TRUTH” about love and marriage 

and that is precisely what he presents to his students—“no human 
opinions,” he emphasized, “just God’s point of view.”86 

Another teacher I interviewed was much more personally 
distressed by the “morality clause”:  

My own brother has just recently come out that he is homosexual.  I personally 

want to listen to him deeply but also to publicly support him in the changes 

that this will produce in his life.  In signing this contract, I feel that I am 

endorsing a Catholic education that forces young people to suppress or deny 

any homosexual leanings because they are indoctrinated from their earliest 

years that such a condition leads to serious sin and the threat of eternal hell-

fire.  This was what my brother was saying to our family.  That he was scared 

out of his mind to even admit the truth to himself while he was in Catholic 

schools. 

“So how is this to be resolved?”, I asked.  She continued: 

I’m damned if I do and I’m damned if I don’t.  I love teaching and I had made 

the choice of Catholic schools because they give kids a challenging moral 

code.  But on this issue of homosexual unions, I’m completely at a loss.  If I sign, 

I will feel that I am betraying the best interests of my brother.  If I don’t sign, 

there is no way in hell that I could find a full-time opening in a public school this 

late in the summer.87 

My third interview was perhaps the most critical one: 

Our pastor gathered us in the rectory and heard some of the grievances 

surrounding the “morality clause” in the new contract.  By way of an action 

step, he proposed the following:  

“I have no investment in policing your private lives or in scrutinizing those 

causes you are supporting in our society.  In fact, I detest the Archbishop’s 

senseless meddling.  I’m more concerned with our ability, as a parish, to 

welcome with dignity all the diverse sorts of families that we have in our midst.  

When we celebrated the baptism of the twins adopted by Karl and Adam, I 

was proud of the diversity of our parish and proud of the way that everyone 

accepted gay parents with enthusiasm.   

“This is the kind of worshipping community that Jesus would have championed 

had he been present.  So, I don’t see any reason to mount a protest in the 

face of the Archbishop’s senseless meddling—it would only put us in the 

limelight and give him a reason to begin disrupting the excellent ministries that 

we already undertaken.  Hence, I trust you and our parents trust you with their 

children.  

“I would, accordingly, ask you to sign the contract for this greater good and to 

let go of your anxieties.  Be not afraid.  I will stand behind you.  How many 

would be able to live with this?”   

Everyone gave a visible sign of relief.  Not a single voice opposed the 

resolution this pastor proposed to his teachers.88 

This interview illustrates how a local pastor had compelling reasons to 

take the side of his teachers and, for grave pastoral reasons, to 
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deliberately subvert the intentionality of Archbishop Schnurr to purge 
the ranks of the 2,200 teachers employed by the Archdiocese.    

Molly Shumate, a first-grade teacher, is directly touched by 

one of the newly highlighted restrictions because she has a son who's 

gay.  She's ending her career teaching at her childhood school rather 

than agree to the restrictions spelled out in the “morality clause” that 
she says “could restrict her from publicly supporting her son.”89 

“In my heart, I know I need to go.  I need to find another 

avenue because I am going to support my son," Shumate told CNN.  

"If in five or ten years he finds a partner and he wants to be with that 
person, I'm going to be in the front row with the biggest bouquet." 90 

  The Cincinnati Chapter of 

the Voice of the Faithful mounted a 

campaign in support of teacher 

rights.  They petitioned to be able to 

discuss this issue with Archbishop 

Schnurr, but he declined to meet with 

them or with representatives of the 
2,200 teachers. 

The situation in the archdiocese of Cincinnati is not unique.  

Toughening up teacher contracts and getting rid of persons in same-
sex unions or persons visibly supporting same-sex unions is growing.91 

Analysis 

Archbishop Schnurr is in a real bind.  He believes that his divine 

mandate is to be a courageous shepherd and “to protect the faith of 

his flock” in the face of doubters on the inside and critics on the 

outside.  Archbishop Schnurr argues quite correctly that those parents 

who send their children to Catholic schools do so in the good faith 

that their teachers themselves affirm that faith in both their hearts and 

in their conduct.  What is in the heart of a believer cannot be seen or 

judged.  The conduct of their lives, however, is very much open to 

public observation and public judgment.  This is why the “morality 

clause” deals with issues of conduct that is to be expected of 

exemplary Catholic teachers.  “By their fruits, you shall know them” 
(Matt. 7:16) 

So far, so good. 

Needless to say, Archbishop Schnurr has not called for 

workshops designed to persuade his teachers that the Vatican has 

“the truth and the whole truth” regarding sexual morality.  Moreover, 

notice also that Archbishop Schnurr has not called for open dialogue 

or for further research or for sensitive listening groups with gays and 

lesbians present precisely because he takes for granted that it is too 

late for such “soft measures.”  In his mind, these issues have already 

been investigated and authoritatively settled by virtue of the Cardinal 
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Ratzinger decrees (all approved by John Paul II) that were sent out to 
all bishops by the Vatican.   

This is also the reason why Archbishop Schnurr deliberately 

avoids meeting with “distressed teachers” or their supporters.  As the 

Archbishop sees it, these distressed teachers have signed on to be 

“Catholics,” so let them step up to the plate and deliver the goods.  If 

they cannot, perhaps their gift as teachers needs to be used 
elsewhere.   

In this instance Archbishop Schnurr has adopted an 

authoritarian leadership style.  He is committed to purging Catholic 

schools of teachers unwilling to accept his “morality clause.”  But does 

that go far enough?  In the face of any call for open discussions 

among the parents and maybe even mild protests from among the 

students, does Archbishop Schnurr expect to play the authoritarian 

card when dealing with parents and students as well?  You can bet 
he does! 

Did Archbishop Schnurr act justly? 

While it may be the case that Archbishop Schnurr has the right 

to hire and fire whomever he wishes, this does not mean that he can 

act arbitrarily.  In other words, he must act justly.  Here are some 
reasons to think that he did not. 

Bishops are required to protect homosexuals from unjust 

discrimination in employment.  When Archbishop Schnurr formulated a 

“morality clause,” he effectively barred the way for any qualified gay 

or lesbian faculty member from teaching in Catholic schools.  Their 

only crime would be their sexual orientation.  And since “sexual 

orientation” is never a sin; it would be a gross miscarriage of justice to 

fire someone solely on the grounds of their sexual orientation.  Hence, 

the morality clause is prejudicial and a direct violation of the Vatican 

ruling that Bishops are required to protect homosexuals from unjust 
discrimination in employment.  

Archbishop Schnurr went even one step further.  He fired a 

teacher solely because he was unwilling to cover up his advocacy of 

“same-sex marriages.” Yes, I want to make clear that Archbishop 

Schnurr never met with Mike Moroski to see whether he could change 

his mind.  And why not?  Was he too busy to do so?  Was he aware 

that open dialogue on this point had little promise of success?  Was he 

aware that even Pope Francis had argued that “civil marriages”92 
would be of benefit for same-sex couples? 

We will never know the answer to these questions.  What we 

do know, however, is that Archbishop Schnurr was clear that if Mike 

Moroski removed his online post then the Archbishop would allow him 

to continue as a teacher in good standing.  Sad but true.  Archbishop 

Schnurr goal was to silence Mike Moroski.  Then Archbishop Schnurr 

could go back to that person or those persons who originally objected 
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to Mike Moroski’s post and say, “Mike Moroski has withdrawn his 
statement.  I, accordingly, have removed my threat.”   

But make no mistake here.  Archbishop Schnurr was party to 

creating a public deception. He was effectively saying to Mike 

Moroski, “I know and you know that your mind is made up in favor of 

same-sex marriages.  When you remove your online post, this will not 

change.  What it will do, however, is to remove you from being in 

direct violation of the ‘morality clause’ in your teacher’s contract.  

Your private views are of no consequence.  It is only your public 
advocacy that is troublesome and punishable.” 

Mike Moroski was correct in understanding that “marriage” 

would help to protect the civil rights afforded “same-sex unions.”  

Dozens of high-ranking bishops and cardinals have already gone on 

record to advocate the civil protection of “same-sex unions.”  Pope 

Francis himself has favored for a long time the legalization of “same-

sex unions” while reserving the term “marriage” in its traditional 
meaning.    

All in all, Archbishop Schnurr’s decision to dismiss Mike Moroski 

on this issue alone is a gross violation of justice.  The Catholic Church 
has made it clear . . . 

1. That no one ought to be coerced to act against their 
conscience;  

2. That since the hierarchy of the Catholic Church has 

already made room for a diversity of views93 respecting 

how the rights of gays and lesbians are to be best 

protected, it follows that Mike Moroski was entirely justified 
to express his opinion on this matter; 

3. That a just punishment must always be measured by the 
gravity of the crime committed.     

Archbishop Schnurr thus acted rashly and unjustly.  Instead of 

honoring Mike Moroski’s rights, he effectively trampled over them.  He 

imposed grave harm on Mike Moroski and on his family.  He deprived 

Purcell Marian High School of a capable, dedicated teacher and 

administrator. Even beyond this, Archbishop Schnurr has betrayed the 

trust that he has as an administrator--he has given grave scandal by 
mismanaging the affairs of the Church. 

Furthermore, Archbishop Schnurr acted against the interests of 

gays and lesbians within the Catholic Church by lashing out at Mike 

Moroski.  Archbishop Schnurr has the obligation to honor and protect 

gays and lesbians as loved by God and as deserving the pastoral care 

of his office.  He also has the obligation to “act justly” as an employer 

and not to punish Mike Moroski by imposing a “gag order” designed 

to hinder his well-intentioned and legitimate support for same-sex civil 
marriages.   

In Boston, meanwhile, this very issue was being discussed by 
Cardinal O’Malley:  
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At the end of the event [a panel discussion on Pope Francis held in Boston on 

14 Sept 2014], after the crowd had dissipated, I [Francis DeBernardo] had the 

opportunity to thank Cardinal O’Malley one-on-one for his compassionate 

remarks earlier in the evening about the LGBTQ community. 

As we spoke, the cardinal told me that we must first convince people we love 

them before talking about the Ten Commandments. I pointed out that it 

has been hard to convince LGBTQ Catholics and their allies of this love when 

so many church workers have had LGBT-related employment disputes with 

Catholic schools and parishes. Responding to my comment, Cardinal O’Malley 

said this trend was a situation that “needs to be rectified.”94 

Meanwhile, in far-flung Australia, another voice sounds that 

upholds the “deviance” of Mike Moroski and pushes against the forces 
of oppression in the Church represented by the Archbishop: 

Australian Bishop Vincent Long Van Nguyen has said that it is not good enough 

for the Church to treat gay people with compassion and then define their 

lifestyle as "intrinsically disordered," "We cannot talk about the integrity of 

creation, the universal and inclusive love of God, while at the same time 

colluding with the forces of oppression in the ill-treatment of racial minorities, 

women and homosexual persons," said Bishop Long of Parramatta diocese in 

western Sydney. 

"It won't wash with young people, especially when we purport to treat gay 

people with love and compassion and yet define their sexuality as 'intrinsically 

disordered.' This is particularly true when the church has not been a shining 

beacon and a trailblazer in the fight against inequality and intolerance."95 

The position of Archbishop Schnurr 

Archbishop Schnurr will be seen by some to join himself with 

those parents who rashly disown their own children when they “come 

out” as lesbians or gays.  These are the children who are forced to live 

on the streets and who are forced to commit petty thefts and 

sometimes even to sell their own bodies in order than they might stay 

alive.  These are the children who, despairing of ever being truly 

understood and loved, are tempted to cut themselves and to bring 
their misery to an end. 

Archbishop Schnurr will be seen by some as joining himself with 

those parents who hate “queers” and who send their children to a 

Catholic high school because they mistakenly believe that teachers 

openly condemning the lifestyle of “queers” offer their children a 

measure of immunity from ever being “queer.”  The parents who took 

notice of Mike Moroski’s website and who reported him to the 

Archbishop Schnurr might indeed have had this frame of mind.  They 

might even have threatened to withdraw their children if appropriate 
action was not taken. 

If Archbishop Schnurr was concerned about protecting the 

spiritual lives of gays and lesbians enrolled in Purcell Marian High 

School, do you not think that he might have included in his morality 

clause a warning against “those teachers who demonstrate by word 

https://www.newwaysministry.org/author/directornewwaysministry-org/


55 

or action an irrational fear or unchristian prejudice against gays and 

lesbians”?  And what if a teacher would post a blog that includes this: 

“I hate gays and should any child of mine admit to being gay, I would 

immediately disown him”?  Would Archbishop Schnurr take quick 
action here as he did in the case of Mike Moroski?  

Sad to say, I expect he would not.  

On the other hand, Catholic teaching distinguishes between 

the person, the inclination, and the act. Persons with homosexual 

inclinations are not to be condemned or excluded from the Church. 

On the contrary, they are children of God with equal dignity as any 

other human beings.  If they yield to the inclination to homosexuality, 

they commit a serious sin.  But just as in the case of any other Catholic 

who gives in to the temptation to sin, they are urged to trust in God’s 

mercy, to confess their failings, and to reform their lives. At no time do 

they become unlovable or unforgiveable in God’s eyes or in the eyes 

of the Church.  This is why the Catechism of the Catholic Church 

speaks of the inclination toward homosexual acts as “objectively 

disordered” while, at the same time, insisting that persons with such 

inclinations “must be accepted with respect, compassion, and 

sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be 
avoided.” 

This is why administrators must weed out teachers who 

demonstrate by word or action an irrational fear or unchristian 

prejudice against gays and lesbians.  They are excluded for the very 

same reason why racists were excluded from the ranks of teachers in 

the 1970s.  The same goes for the teacher who claims that he would 

disown his own child should they identify themselves as gay or lesbian.  

This is an unnatural and unchristian impulse that must be challenged 

rather than championed.  And I would fully expect Archbishop Schnurr 

to remove any teacher who would make such menacing claims in his 
private blog. 

What is troubling, however, is that Archbishop Schnurr is so 

decidedly one-sided when it comes time to disqualifying teachers.  

Anyone who supports same-sex unions or who enters into a same-sex 

civil marriage has to be excluded.  Okay.  One can allow that this 

issue is important for the Archbishop.  But why then does the 

Archbishop not be consistent by excluding anyone unable or unwilling 

to accept gays and lesbians with “respect, compassion, and 

sensitivity”?96  Is this not the greater sin?  Is this not the far greater 
danger to our youth?  

When students at risk have nowhere to turn  

It is the lack of compassion and sensitivity that drives young 

people to acts of desperation.  Some feel alienated from their own 

school chums because they feel left out by their dating games.  Some 

even despair that God cursed them with the abnormality of being 
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“queer.” Many run away from intolerable situations at home and live, 

vulnerable and exposed, in the dark alleyways and flop houses of our 

urban jungles.  Many resort to cutting themselves or overdosing on 
drugs.  Here are the essential facts to guide us on our way: 

 1 out of 6 students nationwide (grades 9–12) seriously 
considered suicide in the past year.

97
  

 LGB youth are almost five times as likely to have attempted 
suicide compared to heterosexual youth.

98
  

 LGB youth who come from highly rejecting families are 8.4 

times as likely to have attempted suicide as LGB peers who 
reported no or low levels of family rejection.

99
  

 Each episode of LGBTQ victimization, such as physical or 

verbal harassment or abuse, increases the likelihood of self-
harming behavior by 2.5 times on average.

100
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Providing a safe environment in Catholic schools 

With this in mind, does Archbishop Schnurr understand that, 

within the student body at his high school, there are cliques ready to 

extend “respect, compassion, and sensitivity” to those with a LGBTQ 

orientation?  Other cliques, meanwhile, may be mildly or brutally 

antagonistic to anyone they brand as “queer.”  Members of these 

latter cliques take relish in verbally and physically badgering “queer” 

students who do not know how to defend themselves.  This is 

sometimes called “bullying.” It shows up everywhere, even in Catholic 
schools. 

Does the Archbishop which members of the faculty and staff 

are prepared to intervene when instances of queer baiting or bullying 

take place?  Are their systematic training programs in place that use 

role-playing and peer-on-peer counseling such that every student at 

Purcell Marian High School feels safe, secure, and accepted within 

whatever color of the rainbow that our loving Creator assigns to each 
one of them?   

Does every student and faculty member know the Trevor 

Lifeline (1-866-488-7386)—The only national 24/7 crisis intervention and 

suicide prevention lifeline for LGBTQ young people101?  Does the 

Archbishop recognize his own limitations when it comes to counseling 

a youth in crisis?  Would he be prepared to offer the Trevor Lifeline (1-

866-488-7386) as a vital resource for those at Purcell Marian High 
School who will inevitably be approached by troubled youths?   

My purpose in posing these questions is not to embarrass 

Archbishop Schnurr, but to alert him and my readers to the sorts of 

questions that parents need to be asking of the administrators of any 

school to which they intend to send their children.  Our children are 

too precious and too vulnerable to figure these things out for 

themselves.  As a parent, I am responsible for assuring myself and my 
child that “yes, this is a safe place for you to learn and to grow.” 

As for Archbishop Schnurr, I would expect that he is intelligent 

enough to recognize that when he fires someone like Mike Moroski, he 

effectively removes a man extraordinarily capable when it comes to 

taking the steps to insure that everyone at Purcell Marian has a safe 

place to grow up and discover their sexual orientation.  For the 

moment, let’s imagine a dangerous scenario.  What would happen if 

Archbishop Schnurr hired private detectives who extended his witch-

hunt?  Let’s further imagine that these detectives were able to identify 

everyone who was “soft” on homosexuality and “prone” to support 

same-sex marriages.  Then, let’s imagine that every one of these 

administrators and faculty were fired.  Would everyone then feel that 

Purcell Marian was entirely compliant with the Vatican norms and that 

every student was safe to grow into the sexuality that the Creator 

https://www.thetrevorproject.org/get-help/
https://www.thetrevorproject.org/get-help/
https://www.thetrevorproject.org/get-help/
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assigned them without being shamed, taunted, or coerced by faculty 
or students? 

Hardly!  The successful witch-hunt and purge would have the 

effect of insuring outward compliance but, at the same time, every 

dismissal would have had the effect of diminishing the “respect, 

compassion, and sensitivity” that is necessary if those with a LGBTQ 

orientation are able to survive and thrive.  In this atmosphere, most 

probably cliques that enjoyed queer bating would become more 

brazen because they would be rewarded by the faculty rather than 

challenged and redirected.  Then “queers” would cringe in abject 

misery and have no one to turn to for a sympathetic ear or a word of 

support.  Programs for “reparative therapies”102 would again flourish.  

When they failed, as they most certainly must, despairing “queers” 

would be tempted to resort to cutting and suicide in order to relieve 

their abject misery.  But now no faculty member or student would 

even be aware of any crisis intervention or suicide prevention lifeline 
for LGBTQ young people.  

Public support for the homosexual lifestyle 

While I admit that I am presenting here a worst-case scenario, 

it does, nonetheless, have the benefit of showing how Archbishop 

Schnurr’s taste for purging the faculty of “deviants” has the ugly side-

effect of putting LGBTQ students at risk.  Archbishop Schnurr might 

explain to his close friends that the firing Mike Moroski had the good 

effect of silencing parents who suspected that he had gone soft on 

deviant faculty.  And, since Archbishop Schnurr is quite intelligent, he 

might also tell his lawyers that by firing Mike Moroski he sends a loud 

and clear message to all other faculty that he will not brook even the 

slightest “deviance”103 from the “morality clause” that is written into 
their contracts.  

The text of the “morality clause” clearly focuses upon a list of 
sexually deviant behaviors:  

“Public support of or publicly living together outside marriage, public support 

of or sexual activity out of wedlock, public support of or [publicly living a] 

homosexual lifestyle, public support of or use of abortion, public support of or 

use of a surrogate mother, public support of or use of in vitro fertilization or 

artificial insemination” (excerpt from Teacher’s Contract for 2014-2015).   

One can see here that broad sweeping categories are named 

but not clearly defined.  Does a mother who attends the civil marriage 

ceremony of her son and his male lover fall under this rule that 

prohibits “public support”?  Does she fall under this rule by merely 

sending out invitations (even if she does not herself attend)?  Does the 

blog of Mike Moroski constitute “public support”?  Does the public 

reception of same-sex couples by Pope Francis constitute “public 

support”?  Cardinal Sean O’Malley of Boston says that the recent 

trend of firing gay and lesbian people from Catholic jobs because 

https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2014/09/15/bostons-cardinal-omalley-lgbt-church-worker-firings-need-to-be-rectified/
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they are in legal same-gender marriages “needs to be rectified.” 
 Does this constitute “public support”?  

Notice what is absent from the Archbishop’s list of 

unacceptable conduct: “public support of or the use of hate speech 

against gays and lesbians, public support of the use of mob action to 
provoke acts of hatred directed toward gays or lesbians.”   

In sum, here is where we have come and where we are going: 

 Archbishop Schnurr unlawfully dismisses Mike Moroski because 

he supports same-sex marriages.  Nearly a hundred bishops 

and cardinals have gone on record for supporting same-sex 
marriages.  No matter. 

 Archbishop Schnurr, in his “morality clause,” gives no evidence 

that faculty members need to create and maintain a safety 

zone wherein students of all sexual orientations can survive and 

thrive and be mutually supportive.  His “gag order” shows that 
all he was interested in was outward compliance. 

 Archbishop Schnurr denies the free speech rights of Mike 

Moroski both as a citizen and as a Catholic.  More importantly, 

the Archbishop leaves the impression that Catholic schools do 

not build character based upon informed consent.  Rather, the 

Archbishop implies that thought-control and conformity to pre-

made decisions are the necessary substitutes for the 

demanding skills of respectfully entering into free and open 

discussion of contemporary issues.  As such, Catholic 

education falls victim to substituting “mindless conformity” for 
open discussion and informed consent. 

 

It is to this last point that our attention must now turn.  I decided 

to join change.org and to sponsor a petition asking Pope Francis to 

investigate and to rectify the injustices imposed on Mike Moroski.  My 
petition was formulated as follows: 

Justice for Catholic high school teacher fired 
because he supported same-sex marriages 
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Dr. Aaron Milavec started this petition to Pope Francis 

The Case of Mike Moroski    

Archbishop Dennis M. Schnurr of the Archdiocese of Cincinnati 

dismissed Mike Moroski, the assistant principal of Purcell Marian High 

School (Dayton, OH) after he refused to remove a private blog 
expressing support for same-sex marriages.  

Here are the words of Mike Moroski describing the situation 
that was imposed upon him: 

On Monday, February 4th [2014] I was given an ultimatum by 

the Archdiocese of Cincinnati.  Namely, to take down my post on this 

site entitled, “Choose Your Battles,” sign a number of documents 
assuring my silence and keep my job – or, resign. 

After much deliberation with my wife, family, trusted clergy, 

professionals from all walks of life and my own meditative silence, I 

decided not to take the post down, nor to recant my position that “I 
unabashedly believe gay people SHOULD be allowed to marry. . . .” 

If I take that post down I would not be able to look at the 

thousands of former students and families with whom I have worked 

for twelve years in the eye. . . .   What would I say to all of them if I 

were to go against my OWN conscience so that I could keep my job . 
. . ? 

If any of you Cavaliers [students at Purcell-Marian High School] 

are reading this, please know that I love you and I am in your corner.  I 

hope that someday you may come to understand why I am not in my 

office to share a laugh, a cry or a story. . . .   As I always tried to teach 

you – NEVER compromise who you are for someone else – and NEVER 

let anyone make you someone THEY want you to be.  Be strong and 
take care of one another [. . .] 

https://www.change.org/u/116014300
https://www.change.org/decision-makers/pope-francis
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Archbishop Schnurr delivered his ultimatum because he saw 

himself as responsible for insuring the parents who sent their sons and 

daughters to Purcell Marian High School that they would encounter 

teachers entirely supportive of the official Vatican norms that oppose 

granting civil "marriages" to same-sex couples. Mike Moroski refused to 

capitulate because, according to his informed conscience, civil 

same-sex marriages would provide gays and lesbians with a measure 
of dignity and the protection of their civil rights as “married partners.” 

According to Archbishop Schnurr, it would appear that free 

and open discussion of the merits and liabilities of granting civil 

marriages cannot take place within Catholic schools.  The case here 

does not imply that Mike Moroski ever promoted any such discussions 

of this issue among his students. Rather the issue turns entirely on the 

unwillingness of Mike Moroski to accept the "gag order" mandated by 
the Archbishop.     

The “gag order” of Archbishop Schnurr denies the free speech 

rights of Mike Moroski both as a citizen and as a Catholic.  More 

importantly, the Archbishop leaves the impression that Catholic 

schools do not build character based on informed consent.  Rather, 

the Archbishop implies that thought-control and conformity to pre-

existing decisions substitutes for the free and open exploration of 

contemporary issues.  As such, Catholic education falls victim to 
becoming a coercive indoctrination in the service of a false piety. 

By signing this petition, you are calling upon Pope Francis to 

intervene in this case (a) by exonerating Mike Moroski of all charges 

against him, (b) by praising him for his exemplary fortitude in resisting 

unjust oppression, and (c) by reinstating him with a ten-year teaching 
contract [should he be willing to accept this]. 

Furthermore, at a time when free and open discussion is the 

necessary landscape whereby Catholics everywhere might hope to 

arrive at an informed understanding of the issues surrounding same-

sex marriages, signing this petition urges Pope Francis to challenge 

Archbishop Schnurr to mend his ways and to reverse the damage he 

has done by publicly acknowledging to Mike Moroski and the students 

of Purcell Marian High School that he failed as a Christian and as an 
Archbishop when he imposed a "gag order" on Mike Moroski. 

Please sign this petition and join in the discussion: 

https://www.change.org/p/pope-francis-justice-for-catholic-high-

school-teacher-fired-because-he-supported-same-sex-marriages 
  

As a long-time teacher in Catholic schools, I have felt the silent 

terror of working in an authoritarian environment.  Not a week passes 

when I don’t hear of another dismissal of the kind reported above.  A 

single intervention on the part of Pope Francis would give hope to tens 

of thousands of teachers who face dismissal should they support 

same-sex marriages.  Pope Francis' intervention would send a clear 

https://www.change.org/p/pope-francis-justice-for-catholic-high-school-teacher-fired-because-he-supported-same-sex-marriages
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signal: “Indoctrination is not the heart and soul of Catholic 

education.”  This intervention would alert administrators everywhere 

that “mindless conformity” is the toxic authoritarian substitute for the 

hard work of developing skills for sensitive listening and compassionate 
acceptance that is at the heart of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

Need further details and analysis, click here. 

When teaching is reduced to indoctrination 

No learning can take place if the experiences and the 

thoughts of students cannot be acknowledged and explored.  

Authoritarianism may succeed in forcing teachers to toe the line, but 

any successful teacher knows that authoritarianism in high school 

inevitably leads to indoctrination, intimidation, and quiet conformity.  

As soon as students are free of the school atmosphere, they say what 

they really think among their chums and, in some cases, they also 
discuss their “doubts” with their parents as well.   

If parents blindly enforce the authority of the Archbishop, then 

these parents effectively “bully” their own children by “setting them 

straight” and, wittingly or unwittingly, collude with the Archbishop who 

demands submission of mind and heart.  This, of course, has limited 

results because it sets children on the road to rebellion and prepares 

them to throw off everything that has been “crammed down their 
throats” the moment that they leave home.    

But let’s face it.  When Archbishop Schnurr plays his 

authoritarian card, he effectively treats his own teachers much like the 

authoritarian parents that unwittingly alienate their children and set 

them on the road to rebellion.  If children need acceptance, trust, 

and openness to their grievances, then, with an even more urgent 

care, even an archbishop needs to do the same when it comes to 
teachers.  Vatican II makes this abundantly clear: 

It is in accordance with their dignity as persons-that is, beings endowed with 

reason and free will and therefore privileged to bear personal responsibility-

that all men should be at once impelled by nature and also bound by a moral 

obligation to seek the truth, especially religious truth.  They are also bound to 

adhere to the truth, once it is known, and to order their whole lives in accord 

with the demands of truth.  However, men cannot discharge these obligations 

in a manner in keeping with their own nature unless they enjoy immunity from 

external coercion as well as psychological freedom.  Therefore, the right to 

religious freedom has its foundation not in the subjective disposition of the 

person, but in his very nature (Declaration on Religious Freedom = Dignitatis 

Humanae, §2). 

When the Vatican mandated a hostile takeover of the LCWR 

(Leadership Council of Women Religious) because these Sisters were 

not sufficiently compliant relative to Vatican norms regarding 

homosexual unions, ordination of women, and the use of 

contraceptives, the Sisters refused to cave in and stood their ground.  

Dialogue, yes; submission, no.  Sister Sandra Schneiders, Superior of the 

http://www.churchonfire.net/2018/06/15/petition-to-pope-francis-justice-for-catholic-high-school-teacher-fired-because-he-supported-same-sex-marriages/
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IHM Sisters, set the pace for this dialogue: “There is no avoiding the 

challenge and the obligation of discernment; ‘blind obedience,’ i.e., 

uncritical submission to power, is neither discernment nor 

obedience.”104  The end result is that the Sisters gained the respect of 
the authoritarian investigators by standing their ground.105  

 

  Archbishop Schnurr’s authoritarian tactics are bound to fail, 

both in the short term and in the long term.  He may achieve some 

immediate outward compliance, but he risks reaping what he has 

sown.  His time will be fritted away in dowsing brush fires.  His credibility 

as an advocate for gays and lesbians will tumble in a freefall.  He may 

receive letters of congratulations from nervous parents who want their 

children to grow up in an atmosphere that stubbornly maintains their 

hardline “intolerance” of gays and lesbians and their same-sex unions.  

These parents (and some teachers as well) are normally accustomed 

to indoctrinating their children at home (“for their own good”) and, in 

turn, they expect the Archbishop to weed out any teachers who 

would hesitate to maintain this indoctrination at school.  Often, they 

expect that this coordinated indoctrination will, by the grace of God, 

inoculate their children with a perpetual immunity106 from all 
“homosexual inclinations.”   
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What’s wrong with this picture? 

Woe to those Catholic households where, despite the best-laid 

plans for coordinated indoctrination, a child confesses having 

“homosexual inclinations.”  A mother known to me, let us call her 

Gloria, had a son of seventeen who confessed to such inclinations.  
Upon hearing this, Gloria passed through many stages of grief.  

First, angry denials: “No child of mine could possibly be gay!”  

And threats: “Remember your teaching, son.  Sexual sins are always 

mortal.  Repent and confess them to a priest or, God forbid, you will 
go straight to hell.”  

Second, there comes bargaining with God: “God, how could 

you have permitted this?  I have been a faithful believer and have 

supported your true Church all my life.  What must I do to get this 
unwanted sickness in my child’s life reversed?”   

Thirdly, some months down the line after Gloria’s ceaseless 

prayers and novenas did not get the miracle she wanted, self-doubt 
emerges: “Where did I go wrong?  Or my husband?  Or his teachers?”   

Then, her son leaves home and travels over a thousand miles 

away: “For the first time, I can breathe freely without my mother 

continually hounding me and prying into every aspect of my private 
life.”   

With her son’s absence, Gloria becomes emotionally fragile.  

She breaks down in tears multiple times every day and, invariably, 
whenever anyone asks about her son.  She seeks therapy.   

Then she unexpectedly finds great solace in a support group of 

parents of homosexual children.  For the first time, she hears from 

parents who have arrived at the point where they accept the sexual 
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orientation of their children.  She is horrified initially, but then she 

comes to realize that this acceptance enables parents to return to a 

supportive relationship with their children after a horrible period filled 
with harsh judgments and heart-breaking estrangement.   

As a result of this realization, Gloria begins to avoid her parish 

priest entirely because she no longer wants to hear “any judgments he 

might have regarding the conduct of her son.”107  Gloria gradually 

stops going to her parish church entirely because she cannot tolerate 

the “self-righteous pity” expressed by certain “busy-bodies who are 

praying for Tony’s (not his real name) conversion and return to the 
Church.”   

Tony writes a letter of a few pages each month.  At the end of 

three years, he writes a long letter describing how he met Joe, “a 

courageous and sensitive young man,” and how, over the course of 

time, they gradually became great friends.  Then Tony describes how 

they gradually became lovers and how they finally “pledged their 

undying love to each other.”  Then, for the first time in years, Tony 

acknowledges that he sorely misses his mother and, “if and only if she 

would agree to accept him as gay and to bless the love he has for 

Joe” then both of them would want to explore how they might visit for 
a few days right after Christmas.   

Gloria is ecstatic!   

At this point, Gloria tells me that she is ready to accept her son 

“just as God created him, no more and no less.”  This readiness came 

from her association with members of her parents support group.  As 

she became more and more at ease with their positive assessment of 

homosexuality, she at the same time became resentful of how the 
teachings of the Catholic Church had pitted her against her own son.   

“Even before his leaving,” she said, “I should have been 

blessing him every day and assuring him that I will be there for him in 

whatever path God calls him—whether as a gay or as a straight.”  To 

this very day, she cannot understand how “bishops and priests teach 

us that loving our Creator and loving our neighbor are the heart of 

Jesus’ message and then, twisting this beautiful message, they go and 

teach my son that his deepest desires for intimacy are ‘disordered’ 

and that love-making between same-sex partners is always108 a mortal 

sin.”  In fact, she tells those who sympathetically hear her whole story 

that “those parents [in her support group] who seldom went to church 

taught me more about the depth of God’s love than all those 

Catholics who went to church every Sunday and firmly believed that 
Tony was destined for an eternity in hell.” 

Pope Francis speaks on homosexuality 
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  Pope Francis has again and 

again pressed bishops to embrace 

“open dialogue” as the essential 

dimension in all moral decision 

making.  This was most evident in the 

changes that Pope Francis brought 

to the 2014 Extraordinary Synod on 

the Family.  When opening this 

Synod Pope Francis made it 

absolutely clear that, under his watch, no one was going to be 

rewarded by following the party line or by repeating the words of past 

or present popes.109  Thus, Pope Francis insisted that "free and open 

dialogue" must be embraced as the required methodology whereby 

the bishops provided fresh collegial resolutions for the knotty pastoral 

problems that were being addressed in ways that denied the 
compassion of God and tore the Church into factions.   

Here are some of the detailed instructions Pope Francis gave 

to the assembled participants (both bishops and lay persons) just prior 
to the 2014 Extraordinary Synod on the Family: 

A basic general condition is this: to speak clearly.  No one must say: “This can’t 

be said; he will think of me this way or that.”  It is necessary to say everything 

that is felt with parrhesia [Greek: rhetoric boldness or frankness of speech].  

After the last Consistory (Synod of 2014), in which there was talk of the family, a 

Cardinal wrote to me saying: too bad that some Cardinals didn’t have the 

courage to say some things out of respect for the Pope, thinking, perhaps, that 

the Pope thought something different.  This is not good; this is not synodality 

(i.e.collegiality), because it is necessary to say everything that in the Lord one 

feels should be said, with[-out] human respect, without fear.  And, at the same 

time, one must listen with humility and receive with an open heart what the 

brothers say.  Synodality will be exercised with these two attitudes.110 

  Archbishop John Dew of 

Wellington, New Zealand, a veteran 

who has attended five synods, 

attests to the difference Pope Francis 

made at the Synod. He said, “Pope 

Francis is very serious about 

collegiality.  People feel freer and 

you can sense that in the 
atmosphere.”111 

Going further, the head of the Canadian Bishops’ Conference, 

Archbishop Paul-André Durocher spoke of a major shift, a new starting 

place for theological reflection.  “What’s happening within the Synod 

is we are seeing a more inductive way of reflecting; starting from the 

true situation of people and trying to figure out, ‘what is going on 

here?’”, said Durocher.  “We are finding that the lived experience of 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parrhesia
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people is also a theological source . . . , a place for theological 
reflection.”112 

Jesuit Fr. Thomas Reese is a senior analyst for NCR and author 

of Inside the Vatican: The Politics and Organization of the Catholic 

Church.  He followed the inside workings of the 2015 Synod very 

closely and, just after the three weeks of meetings disbanded, he 
made this sobering assessment: 

Most of the synodal bishops realize that their teaching is not convincing.  To 

those who see themselves as countercultural prophets, this is irrelevant.  “We 

are right, the rest of the world is wrong.”  For those [bishops] who still have 

pastoral concerns, there is hope that the church’s teaching can somehow be 

repackaged in new language so that it is more convincing.  But a new 

language could also mean a new theology that could lead to new 

approaches to old problems. 

The bishops are currently trapped in the old theology they learned in the 

seminary.  They are afraid of new ideas and are not consulting with theological 

experts who could show them other options.  As a result, it is unlikely that new 

pastoral approaches will be coming forth from this synod.  Some progressives 

still hope that Pope Francis can somehow magically pull victory from the jaws 

of defeat.  I don’t think so.  Pope Francis is conflicted.  His pastoral instincts are 

leading him in one direction, but his respect for collegiality is stopping him from 

getting too far out in front of the bishops.113 

The practice of collegiality in decision making 

  Collegiality is not just an invention of 

Vatican II. Indeed, it was the hallmark of Peter's 

authority in the early church114  and the 

defining character of the local churches during 

the first millennium as well.  Papal absolutism 

was invented in the middle ages when 

authoritarian monarchs populated the 

European landscape.  In that era, the Vatican 

States had to have an absolute ruler, and thus, 

the Bishop of Rome had to become the 

absolute monarch wearing the triple crown so 

as to be able to hold his head high in the 
assembly of European monarchs.  

But this era has passed away.  The European states painfully 

discovered the wisdom of limiting the divine right of kings, and, 

eventually, they dethroned monarchs entirely (save for the UK and 

Denmark where toothless monarchs remain as a vestige of the past).  

Thus, the papacy represents the last of the absolute monarchs in 

Europe.  Yet, there are those in the Vatican who want all Catholics, 

like docile sheep, to follow them by believing that Matt. 16:18 

represents the will of the Divine Savior to establish Peter115 and his 



68 

successors116 as the absolute monarchs governing the Catholic 
Church. 

  Pope Francis adamantly disagrees with a papacy run like an 

absolute monarchy.  In fact, Pope Francis has been promoting the 

reading and the implementation of Archbishop John R. Quinn's book, 

Reform of the Papacy.  He tells people that this book is on his night 

stand and that he faithfully reads a few pages before he goes off to 
sleep. 

This is the best good news about Pope Francis!   How far and 

how successful Pope Francis will be in this reform of Church 

governance remains to be seen.  One thing is for sure: Pope Francis 

needs to get allies for this project at all levels of Church organization.  
This includes you and me. 

Final suggestions for taking action 

In this study, I have endeavored to offer a way of coming to 

grips with the heart-breaking divisions that exist among our bishops 

and among our family members and among the followers of Jesus 

regarding the spirituality of LGBTQ believers.  My exposition was 
divided into three chapters: 

1. How I came to experience same-sex partners and how my 

mind was changed. 

2. How the Bible and Cardinal Ratzinger treat and mistreat 
homosexuality. 

3. How John J. McNeill, the U.S. Catholic Bishops, and Pope 
Francis help us or hinder us in living together in peace and joy. 

 

If you have learned something of value here, share it with 

those around you.  Please consider writing some online reviews [“How 

my mind has changed regarding homosexuality”] on my 

https://Jesus4Lesbians.com site and any other social media sites (such 

as https://www.newwaysministry.org) that attract thinkers and 
believers like yourself.   

If you belong to a book club (esp. one in your church), 

consider suggesting a group reading of this book or the book written 

by Matthew Vines.  If you are on good terms with any teachers or 

clergy, consider sharing with them some of the case studies presented 

in this book while emphasizing the impact that they made in your life.  

Ask them about the resources they are using and discuss with them 

the guidance they bring to same-sex couples.  Finally, write a public 

response to me in the best place for me and other concerned readers 
to find it—https://Jesus4Lesbians.com.    

May God strengthen your arm and your voice! 

http://www.churchonfire.net/?p=673
http://www.churchonfire.net/?p=673
http://www.churchonfire.net/?p=673
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If you vigorously disagree with me 

If you vigorously disagree with anything written in this book, do 

not be surprised at this.  Take comfort that there are millions of others 

who are locked into a “total war against the homosexual minority” 

[302,000 Google hits].  But a sustained war can be debilitating, and 

there is a sane wisdom in the admonition of Jesus to “love your 

enemies.”  So, while you are thinking of the kind of refutation that 

you’d like to prepare, give a thought also to the kinds of experiences 

that you might want to gain for yourself by visiting a support group 

and finding out first-hand what gays and lesbians really think about 
themselves.  

Pope Francis wrote in Evangelii Gaudium: “Whenever we 

encounter another person in love, we learn something new about 

God” (§272). The pope further reminds us that “A Church which goes 

forth is a Church whose doors are open. Going out to others in order 

to reach the fringes of humanity does not mean rushing out aimlessly 

into the world. Often it is better simply to slow down, to put aside our 
eagerness in order to see and listen to others.” (§46). 
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Preparing yourself for visiting a support group 

Consider doing an online search using the search phrases 

“lesbian support group” or “gay support group.”  Pick out a “group” 

that fits into your comfort zone.  When I did my online search using 

Google, I adding the word “*Cincinnati” so as to insure that my initial 

hits were local.  I received 728 hits for lesbian groups and 6200 hits for 

gay support groups. I chose to introduce myself as “a straight 

interested in better understanding the lives of gays and lesbians.”  You 

might want to do something like this for yourself so as to avoid setting 

up any false pretenses.  After your second meeting, I invite you to write 

a reflection on your experience and send it to me at 

Milavec@Jesus4Lesbians.com with the words “second encounter” in 

the subject line.  I will be glad to hear from you, to learn from your 
experiences, and to give you a reply. 

Bring a friend to the first meeting, if the thought of being the 

sole interloper makes you uneasy.  My hunch is that you will be 

mailto:Milavec@Jesus4Lesbians.com
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amazed.  I myself received a warm welcome, and I didn’t have to 
pretend that I had any homosexual leanings to earn that welcome.   

 

If you are a parent and are very much troubled by the 

experience of Gloria and Tony that I narrated above, then you most 

definitely will want to find yourself a “Parent Support Group” like the 
one advertised above.   

God wants to return you and your beloved child to a place of 

peace and love. Be prudent and realistic.  Priests and pastors are 

sometimes very poorly equipped to be of help in this matter.  Confide 

in your priest or pastor if you must, but don’t make the mistake of 

implementing any of their advice before having tested it out within 

your Parent Support Group first.  Your child is too precious to risk by 

making repeated mistakes.  In the end, you will find little consolation in 

the fact that the pope is infallible if you get trapped into being 

excessively rigid or excessively lax when it comes time for loving your 

child with the same unconditional love that you have received from 
your heavenly Father.  God is love. 

Fraternally,  

Aaron 
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For details and a free sample, go to https://payhip.com/b/M7JG 
 

 

https://payhip.com/b/M7JG
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Ch4 Nonviolent Resistance to the Christian 

Taliban 

As I circulated my first three chapters, I heard from readers 

who were disgusted with the intimidation and firings surrounding those 

who support same-sex marriages.  They are, in many instances, angry 

as hell and are ready to take some action to fight against the 
menace of the fundamentalists.  This chapter was written for them. 

The multiple faces of fundamentalism 

Fundamentalism117 can take many forms and shapes.  When 

the Taliban took control of Kabul and the surrounding areas of 

Afghanistan, for example, fundamentalism took the shape of imposing 

strict dress codes for women, excluding girls from education, and 
prohibiting men and women from working or learning together: 

The Taliban claimed to recognize their Islamic duty to offer education to both 

boys and girls, yet a decree was passed that banned girls above the age of 8 

from receiving education . . . Within Kabul alone . . . , 7,793 female teachers 

were dismissed, a move that crippled the provision of [providing] education 

and caused 63 schools to close due to a sudden lack of educators. . . .   Prior 

to the Taliban taking power in Afghanistan male doctors had been allowed to 

treat women in hospitals, but the decree that no male doctor should be 

allowed to touch the body of a woman under the pretext of consultation was 

soon introduced. With fewer female health professionals in employment, the 

distances many women had to travel for attention increased . . . 118 

Within the Protestant evangelical tradition, fundamentalism 

takes the shape of insisting upon the absolute inerrancy of Gen. 1-3 

when it comes time to describe human origins.  For these 

fundamentalists, the Bible requires them to believe that God directly 

created Adam and Eve on the sixth day some six thousand years ago 

and that human origins have nothing to do with the monkeys and 

apes that were all created on the fifth day.  And, since the Bible says 

nothing about the evolution of species, “true religion” requires them to 

denounce Darwin’s theory of evolution as a hoax and to challenge 

public schools to teach children both the biblical and the Darwinian 

point of view so that they can make up their own minds as they grow 
older.   

The fundamentalist movement within Roman Catholicism 

distinguishes itself by adopting a strict code of sexual purity that insists 
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that sex is licit only between a married man and his wife.  Even within 

marriage, however, medical interventions to ensure temporary sterility 

(condoms, birth control pills, and spermicides) or permanent sterility 

(vasectomy, tubal ligation) are strictly prohibited.  Nor can in vitro 

fertilization and surrogate motherhood be used to produce offspring 

for naturally infertile couples.  Once a woman has conceived (even if 

by an act of rape), the morning-after pill and abortion are likewise 

prohibited.  As a concession, married couples may use Natural Family 

Planning in order to prudently space the time between pregnancies, 
but this cannot be used for a life-long avoidance of parenthood.  

Under the provisions of the Affordable Care Act (Obamacare), 

Catholic fundamentalists insisted that employees in Catholic 

institutions can never be offered health insurance that finances or 

encourages (the immorality of) contraceptives or infertility operations.  

These same fundamentalists insist that God makes no provision for sex 

outside of marriage; hence, while it does not try to stop Catholics from 

having access to civil divorces and civil remarriages119, it does insist 

that Catholics who divorce and remarry are “living in sin.”  Hence, 

they cannot receive Holy Communion during the Eucharist (Lord’s 

Supper).  The only solution for them is to refrain from sex entirely and to 
live together celibately as “brother and sister.” 

This applies to gays and lesbians with equal rigor.  Catholic 

fundamentalists do not try to stop Catholic homosexuals from dating 

or from living together, but, once they start having sex, then they are 

judged as “living in sin” and are expected to refrain from receiving 

Holy Communion.  Only when “they repent and turn from their evil 

ways “could this right be returned to them.  Thus they too must live 
together celibately as “brothers” or “sisters.”  

Just as in the case of contraceptives, the U.S. Catholic bishops 

(prodded and sustained by their fundamentalist supporters) have 

expended millions of hours and millions of dollars to persuade public 

officials and the American people at large that extending marital 

rights to gays and lesbians goes against not only “God’s plan for 

marriage” but also against the traditional rule of law which interprets 

marriage as binding together “one man and one woman.”  Catholic 

fundamentalists make a point of insisting that they firmly believe that 

gays and lesbians are to be respected and legally protected from 

“hate crimes.”  What they cannot abide, however, is the thought that 

civil recognition of same-sex marriages would appear to sanction 

“immoral sex” and, accordingly, seduce many Catholics into falsely 
believing that “God does not hate their sexual immorality.” 

When “fundamentalism” takes root within a religious 

movement, emphasis shifts away from love of God and love of 

neighbor to be replaced by an obsessive fear that infractions of the 

sexual purity code are responsible for dragging modern society down 

to hell.  In the face of such a threat, fundamentalists substitute a 

“religion of fear” to replace a “religion of love.”  To fight back again 
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infractions of the sexual purity code, fundamentalists promote a 

coercive and intolerant form of religion that gives them the 

experience of being a remnant set apart by God to be the light for 

the world.  Devotion to the cause of God means risking everything 
(even their own life) in promoting their narrow radical agenda. 

Fundamentalism among the Taliban 

  The Taliban 

originated as freedom 

fighters recruited in Saudi 

Arabia by Osama bin 

Laden to take up arms for 

the purpose of assisting 

their Afghani Brothers to 

drive the Soviets out of 

Afghanistan.  After the 

expulsion of the Soviet 

troops, armed Afghani 

warlords proceeded to 

fight each other in their 

attempt to bring a unified 

government back into Afghanistan.  As these civil wars tore apart their 

own people and their own infrastructure, the Taliban stepped in and 

used their fearless bravery and superior fire power to expel the Afghani 

warlords from Kabul and its environs.  The citizens of Kabul and 
environs cheered the successes of the Taliban.   

  Since the Taliban arrived in 

Afghanistan with fixed notions of what 

constituted the practice of Islam, they 

quickly agreed among themselves that 

Afghanistan should imitate Saudi Arabia 

in its treatment of women.  While 

Westerners and most Afghanis 

regarded the Taliban treatment of 

women as oppressive and un-Islamic, 

the Taliban saw themselves as 

reinstating "a secure [social and 

religious] environment where the 

chastity and dignity of women may 
once again be sacrosanct."   

  Thus, those in the Taliban 

blissfully ignored the fact that Islam has 

historically taken root in hundreds of 

different cultures that have sanctioned 

a large array of dress codes for Muslim women.  They also ignore the 

simple observation that the Quran never gives any detailed dress 
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codes beyond saying that women are to have their heads and 

breasts covered in public spaces.120  Nor do the thousands of stories 

recorded in the Hadith [recollections of his first followers of the 

Prophet] contain a single instance wherein Mohammed, Peace Be 

Upon Him, favors acting in the way of the Taliban.  No matter.  When a 

male Muslim joins the Taliban, and takes up spiritual and physical arms 

against the infidel, he finds that “true religion” obliges him to exceed 

the standards of pious Afghan parents and to ensure that Muslim 

women do not entice men into sin under any and every 

circumstance.  If a Taliban male cannot well regulate his own women, 

how can he expect to be capable of ruling society?121 The women of 

Kabul who were menaced by the warlords—theft and rape being very 

common—were now menaced by the Taliban who effectively made 

them feel safe in their homes but at the cost of removing them from 
nearly all aspects of public life. 
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Fundamentalism in the Bible-Belt 

  Fundamentalists 

within evangelical Protestant 

circles defines “true religion” 

as honoring and upholding 

“what God tells us” about 

human origins and to 

safeguard the traditional 

family from being seduced 

by the false science and 

delusion of Charles Darwin.  

When a male Christian finds 

“true religion,” he begins by 

explaining to his wife and 

children that the “theory” of human origins found in their biology 

books is merely a “human opinion,” while God’s version found in Gen. 

1-3 can be known to be entirely true because “only God would know 

the details since he and he alone was there to make it happen.”  He 

further explains that Darwin would have us believe that we are made 

“in the image and likeness of the higher apes” while God wants us to 
know that we are made “in his image and likeness.”   

The famous Scopes trial of 1925 was just the first skirmish in a 

protracted conflict wherein fundamentalist William Jennings Bryan, a 

three-time presidential candidate, endeavored to enforce civil laws in 

the State of Tennessee that outlawed the teaching of evolution in 

public schools.  Clarence Darrow, the famed defense attorney for the 

underdog at that time, defended the science teacher, John Scopes, 

for exercising his right to introduce evolutionary biology into the 

science curriculum.122  After 1925, fundamentalists endeavored to 

influence legislators and local school boards to suppress the teaching 
of Darwinian evolution in public schools.   

As public opinion moved against them, fundamentalist 

changed their strategy.  Instead of banning Darwinian evolution, the 

new fundamentalists urged liberal-minded Americans to allow 

“creation science” (sometimes called “intelligent design” or 

“creationism”) to be taught alongside “biological science.”  In 1968, 

everything came to a head when the Supreme Court of the United 

States ruled in Epperson v. Arkansas 393 U.S. 97 (1968) that all State 

and local legislation requiring the teaching of the biblical account of 

human creation in the science classroom was to be overturned 

because the biblical account is first and foremost a religious doctrine 
that cannot be taught in public schools due to the First Amendment.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarence_Darrow
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In the face of this “total defeat,” one might think that the 

Fundamentalists themselves would take time out to rethink and re-

examine their position.  But that seldom takes place, because, in the 

eyes of the believer, the defeat of 1968 only served as “a trial to the 

elect” and as a stern warning as to how powerful “demonic powers” 

had taken control of public life.  Fundamentalists then poured their 

energies into creating their own schools and into home schooling by 

way of shielding the faith of their children from the disguised 

“atheistic” views of Darwin.  Last but not least, the construction of the 

“Creation Science Museum” in Northern Kentucky (financed by 

$27,000,000 send in by true believers) argues, using gigantic and 

animated tableaus, that the Bible provides a more consistent and 

more persuasive picture of the last 6000 years than does evolutionary 

geology and biology.123   The influence of Fundamentalism can be 
judged from the chart below: 
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Recent fundamentalism within Catholicism 

  Within 

Roman Catholicism, 

fundamentalism has 

taken the route of 

defining “true 

religion” as 

demanding 

compliance with 

sexual purity codes 

that includes, as 

shown above, a 

decidedly hostile 

approach toward 

same-sex marriages both within and outside of the walls of their 

churches.  When a male Catholic finds “true religion,” he begins to 

judge everyone, including his children and his favorite political 

candidates, on the basis of the sexual purity codes that he has taken 

upon himself.  He feels somehow closer to God and superior to his 

fellow men precisely because of these purity codes.  He imposes these 

upon his wife and children and becomes increasingly intolerant124 of 

any Catholic who dares to ignore (or, more importantly, to preach 
against) even the smallest Vatican regulation in this domain. 

As in the case of Protestant Fundamentalists, he gives a very 

high priority to teaching religion rightly.  For the Catholic 

fundamentalist, teaching religion is first and foremost nurturing 

Catholics entirely compliant with the sexual purity codes of the last fifty 

years.  Teaching religion to his own children has the blessing of 

inoculating his children against “homosexual inclinations” and against 

any false sympathy toward “homosexual unions.”  For him, Archbishop 

Schnurr is the “true defender of 

the faith” while Mike Moroski 

epitomizes the “false teacher” 
who betrays Catholic doctrine.   

The case of Archbishop 
Schnurr  

The “morality clause” 

introduced into the teacher’s 

contract by Archbishop Schnurr 

does not stop with condemning 

the “homosexual lifestyle.”  

Rather, it goes on to recite the 
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entire list of absolutist and authoritarian judgments issued from the 

Vatican and imposed on Catholics during the past three generations.  
Here is the official text taken from the teachers’ contract:  

I acknowledge and agree to act and speak in a way that supports the 

Catholic Church and its teachings.  I understand that serious actions contrary 

to the Church’s teachings (including but not limited to improper use of social 

media/communications125, public support of or publicly living together outside 

marriage, public support of or [sic] homosexual lifestyle, public support of or 

use of abortion, public support of or use of a surrogate mother, public support 

of or use of in vitro fertilization or artificial insemination126, public membership in 

organizations whose mission and message are incompatible with Catholic 

doctrine and morals, and/or flagrant deceit or dishonesty) will not be 

tolerated.   

Notice that “the morality clause” includes nothing regarding 

those who ridicule homosexuals and deny them fair housing and 

secure employment.  Nor is anything said of those who promote 

needless acts of violence or the proliferation of nuclear weapons in 

ways contrary to the U.S. bishops’ pastoral letters on these matters. It 

says nothing about Catholics supporting a prison system that is 

dehumanizing and punitive.  It says nothing about those who 

advocate use of the death penalty or of systematic torture to gain the 

upper hand over terrorists.  It includes nothing about creating an 

economy where the “rich get richer at the expense of the poor who 

get poorer.”  Is says nothing about Catholics who degrade the 

environment, deny clean drinking water to certain sectors of the 

population, and support a lifestyle of conspicuous consumption while 

squandering irreplaceable natural resources. It says nothing of those 

who promote the overfishing the seas, the stockpiling of WMD, and 

the reckless pollution of the environment.  It says nothing of husbands 

who sexually abuse their wives and children.  Seemingly, the “Church’s 

teaching” on these momentous public issues has little or no 

importance for specifying the exalted mission of Catholic teachers; 

rather, in the Archbishop’s judgment, only “the pelvic issues” are of 
grave concern. 

 

Protestant Fundamentalism and Catholic 
Fundamentalism 

 The attentive reader cannot help but notice strong 

sociological parallels between Protestant Fundamentalism and 

Catholic Fundamentalism.  Both movements find “absolute certainty” 

in a very small area of belief that gets blown up into “the decisive 

issues” that have to be fought for until their dying breath.  One must 

notice that “the origins of human life” play no role whatsoever in the 

ministry of Jesus.  Likewise, the purity code issues of Catholics get 

fashioned on the basis of “natural law” and not on any expressed 

teachings of Jesus.  Both movements were not content to educate 
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and to police their own membership; they had to somehow free the 

whole world of their dangerous misconceptions.  Unlike the Taliban, 

they do not resort to carrying guns and enforcing public assent.  Being 

American, however, they do not hesitate to aggressively bring lawsuits 

into the courts and to pressuring legislators to run things according to 
their lofty morals.   

In 1968, the Supreme Court brought forty years of concerted 

effort by Bible-Belt Fundamentalists to an abrupt halt.  In 2015, the 

Supreme Court did the same for the Catholic bishops’ campaign to 

deny marriage rights to gays and lesbians.  Were the bishops 

disappointed and disapproving of the Court?  You bet they were.  But 
by no means did they feel defeated! 

  Fundamentalists thrive in 

times of rapid social change.  

Fundamentalists generally 

champion emotionally charged 

issues that can be reduced to 

unambiguous black and white 

terms.  Fundamentalists succeed 

in making a show of strength by 

humiliating and marginalizing 

“deviants” who are unable to 

protect themselves.  Thus the 

Taliban sends out men and 

women each morning who are employed as “morality police,” armed 

with paint brushes on three foot poles and cans of black paint.  They 

are charged with painting the bare ankles or the hair of any woman 

“immodestly dressed.”  They can arrest any woman without a relative 

acting as chaperone or any unrelated man and woman conversing 
together at the bus stop. 

  The self-appointed “morality police” among Catholic 

fundamentalists are often bishops who can be just as intrusive and 

menacing, but they use different forms of intimidation peculiar to their 
office: 

Archbishop John Myers of Newark just told Catholics in his diocese who support 

same-sex marriage that they should “refrain from receiving Holy Communion” 

and calls “a proper backing of marriage” a fundamental issue for Catholic 

voters heading into the election.  Catholics in Minnesota will receive a letter 

this week from the state’s bishops encouraging them to donate money for 

television ads asking voters to approve a constitutional amendment to ban 

same-sex marriage.  The new archbishop of San Francisco has said gays and 

lesbians who are in a sexual relationship of any kind should not receive 

Communion.  In Omaha, the archbishop is encouraging priests to preach 

against the city’s recently passed sexual orientation anti-discrimination 

ordinance.  Meanwhile, the Seattle archbishop, who is overseeing the Vatican 

crackdown on Catholic nuns while he lobbies for an anti-gay marriage ballot 

initiative, cheerily warns that “human society would be harmed beyond 

repair” by same-sex marriage.127 

http://www.northjersey.com/community/religion/Newark_archbishop_urges_voters_to_defend_marriage_life.html?page=all
http://www.startribune.com/171081031.html?page=all&prepage=1&c=y#continue
http://www.startribune.com/171081031.html?page=all&prepage=1&c=y#continue
http://aksarbent.blogspot.com/2012/09/double-talk-from-omahas-archbishop.html
http://aksarbent.blogspot.com/2012/09/double-talk-from-omahas-archbishop.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/19/us/vatican-reprimands-us-nuns-group.html?_r=0
http://thinkprogress.org/lgbt/2012/09/21/888581/washington-archbishop-claims-human-society-would-be-harmed-beyond-repair-by-marriage-equality/?mobile=nc
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The Seattle archbishop did not need to invent his emotionally-charged 

words of doom; he borrowed them right out of Cardinal Ratzinger 
letter on same-sex marriages.   

Pope Francis has nothing to do with encouraging bishops to 

avidly strike out at supporters of same-sex marriages inside and outside 

the Church.  The image of the Church favored by the Pope is that of a 

“field hospital” that welcomes in those injured and heals their wounds.  

Meanwhile, for fundamentalists, their image of the Church is “the 

fortress on the hilltop” that protects the “true believers” and defends 

the true faith against all the enemies of God.  However, Pope Francis, 

up to this point, has not taken any strong steps to discourage bishops 

like Archbishop Schnurr and Archbishop John Myers of Newark from 

punishing and humiliating the supporters of same-sex marriages.  And, 

more to the point, when the U.S. bishops meet in their bi-annual 

meetings, there is no attempt to call for moderation and to challenge 

whether the excesses promoted by the zealots violates the Gospel of 

Love and denies the “dignity” that even Cardinal Ratzinger affirms for 
gays and lesbians.   

  Not a week passes when I don’t hear a horror story of how gay 

and lesbian Catholics have been openly abused by those who 

imagine themselves to be the self-appointed “morality police” of 
fundamentalism.128  Here are two illustrative cases: 

Case #1 Father Kneib denies Communion to the 
mother of the deceased 

  Carol Parker and 

Josie Martin have been 

same-sex partners for twenty 

years.  They had served as 

lector, cantor, and choir 

singer for twelve years at 

Columban Catholic Church 

in Chillicothe, Missouri.  Then 

Carol’s mother died.  Their 

recently appointed parish priest, Father Benjamin Kneib, decided that, 

in conscience, he could not give the lesbian couple Communion at 

the funeral mass.  Both of them were devastated: “It was a shock to 

hear him say that,” Parker said to the News-Press.  “I never expected 

that, especially at my mother’s funeral.”129  Many of those in the parish 

who know and respect the couple refused to accept communion 
themselves in solidarity with the grieving couple.  

Parker and Martin expressed their sadness that [Fr.] Kneib would choose to 

compound their grief by preventing them from participating fully in the funeral.  

“It was very important to me, my last opportunity to worship here at the church 

with her.” 130 
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Upon noticing how many had declined to take Communion, Fr. Kneib 

later apologized to Parker for taking action at the time of her mother's 
funeral.  But the bond of trust had been broken: 

The couple has found a new church to attend, one hour away.  Parker said to 

Fox, “My faith is strong enough that I wasn't going to let this deter me to go to 

church."  “We’re all God’s children, and we have every right to receive 

Communion,” Parker told the News-Press.  “Even the pope has said, ‘Who am I 

to judge?’”131 

This is the sad legacy of Ratzinger Doctrine and of the fundamentalist 

movement within the Catholic Church that takes the issue of 

homosexuality and misuses it as an excuse to rebuke “sinners” and to 

justify driving a wedge between the lesbian couple and their spiritual 

family.  This is not the true faith of the Catholic Church; it is the recent 
fanaticism of the few imposing itself upon the whole. 

Case #2 Father Coelho denies Anointing of the 
Sick to a stroke victim 

Lifelong Catholic Ronald Plishka wasn't sure that he that he would survive when 

an ambulance brought him to the emergency room of Washington, 

D.C.'s Washington Hospital Center to treat his heart attack, so he 

requested a priest to give him Communion and administer the Last 

Rites132. 

  Father Brian Coelho, a priest assigned to the hospital's Department of Spiritual 

Care, arrived at his bedside to perform the sacrament of anointing of the sick, 

but stopped preparing for Communion once he found out that Plishka was 

gay...  Plishka told The Blade that Coelho offered to take his confession before 

proceeding with Communion and sacramental last rites.  “We started talking 

and I told him I was so happy with this new pope because of his comments 

about the gays and his accepting the gays,” Plishka said.  “And I mentioned 

that I was gay.  I said it and then I asked him does that bother you?  And he 

said, ‘Oh, no, that does not bother me.'" 

. . . Plishka said that after his revelation, Coelho simply "would not continue" 

with the anointing of the sick sacrament or administration of Communion, 

offering Plishka no explanation. 

“He said, ‘I will pray with you,’ but that’s all he’d do.  That was it.”  Plishka was 

shocked and angered by Coelho's reaction.  He told The Blade, "He wanted to 

pray.  That’s what he wanted to do.  He said well I could pray with you.  And I 

just told him to get the f*** out of here — excuse me.  But that’s what I told 

him.” 

https://www.medstarhealth.org/washington/Pages/For-Healthcare-Professionals/Spiritual-Care-and-Education/Our-Chaplains-and-Staff.aspx
https://www.medstarhealth.org/washington/Pages/For-Healthcare-Professionals/Spiritual-Care-and-Education/Our-Chaplains-and-Staff.aspx
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/07/29/pope-francis-gays_n_3669635.html
http://www.washingtonblade.com/2014/02/17/gay-man-says-priest-refused-give-last-rites/


84 

. . . A spokesperson for the hospital, So Young Pak, released a statement to the 

Huffington Post that said, "MedStar Washington Hospital Center has taken our 

patient’s concerns very seriously.  While the priest is not an employee but 

rather is assigned by the Archdiocese of Washington to provide spiritual care 

at our hospital, it is our expectation that all who support our patients adhere to 

our values.  This includes offering pastoral and spiritual support to all patients, 

regardless of their faith traditions." 

Pak continued, "Our hospital was recognized last year as a “Leader in LGBTQ 

Healthcare Equality” by the Human Rights Campaign Foundation.  We want to 

hold true to this important commitment to the LGBTQ community and to all of 

our patients.  Our Department of Spiritual Care has reinforced our expectations 

with this particular priest and his superiors." 

After Plishka told Coelho to leave, "The doctors came in and told me to calm 

down or I’m going to have another heart attack," he said. 

. . . The hospital sent a Methodist pastor to Plishka's room, who prayed with him 

and gave him Communion. However, Plishka noted that "it’s not the same.  It’s 

not my religion, you know?  I’ve been a Catholic all my life and for them to 

refuse me a sacrament and to refuse me Communion?  It destroyed me.” 

Plishka chose to speak out about the experience in the hopes of making a 

difference.  He said, “I think there comes a time when as a gay man you have 

to take a stand, you know?  It’s just intolerable to be treated like you’re 

nothing.  And I could have died.  And all I did was ask for the rites of the 

church that are due to me.  But because I’m gay I’m denied that.”133 

This is the tragic legacy of the Ratzinger Doctrine in action.  This 

priest and many others like him lose all sense of good pastoral 

judgment.  Instead of allowing the rite for the Anointing of the Sick to 

bring the one suffering into the presence of a God in their time of 

anguish134, it would appear that, the stroke victim was effectively 

denied this sacrament because he is an unrepentant homosexual.  

This is not the true faith of the Catholic Church; it is the recent 
fanaticism of the few imposing themselves upon the whole.   

  Fr. Coelho 

should have done what 

Fr. McMonigle, my 

former parish priest, 

would have done.  If 

Ronald Plishka was 

lucid, he would have 

asked him if he was 

aware of having on his 

conscience any serious 

sin that he never 

confessed.  If so, he would have heard his confession.135  If Ronald 

Plishka, on the other hand, understood himself as ready to meet his 

Creator and his Final Judge with a clean conscience, then that would 

signal that any reservations that the priest had with regards to what he 

imagined was “the gay lifestyle” of Plishka needed to be set aside.  
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These reservations were his problem; they were NOT the problem of 
this dying believer.   

  For there to be a mortal sin one must be aware that a 

particular action is a grave offensive to God and to go ahead and to 

do it anyway.136  If Ronald Plishka accepted his gay lifestyle as a gift of 

God, then Fr. Coelho’s would have to say, “Who am I to judge?” and 

to proceed with the Anointing of the Sick.  But Fr. Coelho was infected 

by the disease of fundamentalism and he was unable to do this.  This is 

an offense against our merciful God and against the primacy of 

conscience.  The fact that the Archdiocese defended Fr. Coelho is a 

sign of just how far the Ratzinger Doctrine has gone to blind and 

confuse so many members of my Church.  As Jesus aptly observed, 

“"Every plant that my heavenly Father has not planted will be pulled 

up by the roots.  Leave them; they are blind guides [of the blind].  If a 
blind man leads a blind man, both will fall into a pit” (Matt. 15:4). 

What does Pope Francis think about 
Fundamentalists? 

Pope Francis understands the corrosive effects of 

fundamentalism.  He knows full well that it has infected the Catholic 

Church and that it subverts true religion and causes tremendous 

suffering137 whenever it shows its ugly head.  Let Pope Francis speaks 
for himself: 
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  Pope Francis is the pope.  Why isn’t he fixing this?  If one of the 

reporters had asked this question, Francis would have probably said, 

“I’m doing what I can.  But I’m not a superman that can see and hear 

the evil being done by fundamentalist in every diocese in the world 

and then rush faster than a speeding bullet to provide a papal 

remedy.  So that’s why I said a moment ago ‘We have to combat it.’  

I’m recruiting you to challenge this menace138 wherever it shows up in 
your part of the world.  Be fearless!” 

Why don’t we unleash the power of prayer? 

We already have.  But even prolonged prayers are not 

enough. Pope Francis said at one point, “You pray for the hungry, 

then you feed them.  That is how prayer works.”  Prayer is not a way of 

kicking God into action.  Prayer is the way that God connect us to his 
deep concerns that trigger us into action. 

  Some even 

complain to God 

regarding the suffering 

ruthlessly inflicted by 

religious authorities “in 

the name of God.”  

“Why doesn’t God fix 

this,” these people 

rightly ask.  “God isn’t 

fixing this?  No, we’re 

not listening,” writes 

Jesuit priest James Martin.  “The disgust and anger and sadness that 

we feel over these kinds of violent acts are God’s disgust and anger 

and sadness [that prayer allows us to get in contact with].  This is God 
inspiring us, urging us, begging us to act.”139 

The fundamentalist takeover of the Church 

OK, you say, I’m ready for action but where do we begin?  
Let’s Observe, Judge, and Act. 

We have already observed that Cardinal Ratzinger formulated 

his analysis of homosexuality and of same-sex marriage without any 

intention of consulting the world-wide bishops for their input or for their 

approval.140  Furthermore, we observed that he never organized 

theological or pastoral commissions that were charged to investigate 

the contemporary homosexual phenomena and to offer theological, 

psychological, and sociological guidelines for responding charitably 

and justly in the name of the Gospel.  Rather, he took the course of 

publishing his own views, getting John Paul II to sign on, and then 

distributing a fait accompli to the bishops scattered throughout the 
world.   

http://americamagazine.org/content/all-things/gods-not-fixing-no-were-not-listening
http://americamagazine.org/content/all-things/gods-not-fixing-no-were-not-listening
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How do we judge this?  Cardinal Ratzinger is a very intelligent 

and dedicated man, but no matter how intelligent, his gut reactions 

to homosexuality were formed in his personal experiences (which, 

following the Germanic scholarly tradition, he hides from his readers).  

Moreover, he wrote in complete isolation from the very priests and 

religious who had dedicated their lives to bring healing and holiness to 

gays and lesbians.  Surely these persons would have to be consulted 

and their views taken into account if the Church was to have a safe 

and sure guide to assess the challenge of correctly understanding and 

ministering to gays and lesbians within the modern Church.  But, for 

reasons unknown to us, Cardinal Ratzinger decided that he could not 

trust these people.  Their compassion must have led them astray.  He 

could not even trust the input of bishops who were dealing with this 

issue in widely diverse cultural and sociological contexts.  Hence, 

taking the burden upon himself and trusting his Germanic training, he 

moved ahead with the dogged determination to bring gays and 

lesbians and their allies back on track.  But this is exactly the 

arrogance that comes with fundamentalism that the Pope warns us 
against. 

With such a defective process, is it any wonder that it 

produced such a misguided and misleading doctrine?  Is it any 

wonder that such a one-sided and misinformed policy would rip into 

the soul of Catholic communities and tear them apart?  And we judge 
this as the evil that comes in the wake of the Ratzinger Doctrine. 

However, there are at least two sides to every issue: 

On one side there are those who are proud to be Catholics 

because their Church finally stands up against homosexual 

organizations and their supporters who are pressuring the whole nation 

to give them the rights and privileges for recognizing a lifestyle that is 

an abomination before God and a sure formula for civil disintegration.  

These are the folks who believe that parents who have blurred sexual 

identities as “male” or “female” end up confusing their children until 

they end up thinking of themselves as “homosexuals.”  Here, too, are 

the folks who believe that the teaching profession141 and the 

priesthood142 should be purged of all homosexuals because they 

invariably fail to provide healthy “role models” for children trying to 

discover themselves as either “male” or “female.”  Still others fear 

homosexual teachers, homosexual day-care providers, and 

homosexual priests because they are invariably inclined toward the 

sexual exploitation of children.  This is the side that embraces and 
applauds the Ratzinger Doctrine. 

On the other side are those who are confused or angry with 

Cardinal Ratzinger because he artificially reduces homosexuality to 

“sexual functioning” and, as such, judges it as “unnatural,” 

“disordered,” “unfruitful,” and “immoral”—hence certainly not 

something deserving the recognition and protecting that has hitherto 

been accorded a marriage between one man and one woman.  
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Cardinal Ratzinger, had he been more forthright, could have said that 

homosexual sex is first and foremost “just plain disgusting” and that “it 

is abhorrent for me as an educated man to even think about it or to 

imagine myself to ever being able to like it.”  This honesty would have 

been refreshing because it would eventually have allowed him to 

entertain the thought that his way of being in his own skin was not as 

absolute and universal as he thought.  Under the right circumstances, 

he might even come to admire a few gays and lesbians as talented 

and sophisticated persons like himself.  And this would have caused 

him a deep crisis.  Who so?  Because now he would have to come to 

grips with the reality that, in the domain of sexuality, that these 

admirable individuals move to the beat of a different drummer that is 

just as normative for them as Ratzinger’s heterosexuality is normative 

for him.  Once this occurs, it would become impossible for him to 

judge the worth of “the other” by standards worked out within the 

heterosexual community.  But Cardinal Ratzinger is unwilling and 
perhaps even incapable of going there. 

  So, what does he do?  He 

conveniently closes his eyes to “the other” 

and persists in believing that there is one, 

universal norm for human sexuality and that he 

had defined it and that God himself approves 

of it.  And since he is comfortable with being in 

the majority and having power over the 

minority, he quietly loses sight of the instinctual 

“just plain disgusting” aspect of homosexual 

sex that undergirds his ABSOLUTE CERTAINTY in 

this matter.  Even if the Bible were completely 

silent on this matter and even if same-sex 

couples could be shown to love and to raise 

healthy children that were never inclined 

toward homosexuality, Cardinal Ratzinger would still have the feeling 

in his gut that gay sex life was “just plain disgusting” and accordingly 

“just plain wrong.” To be aware of this provides a certain buffer 

against presuming that the most recent historical epoch is somehow 
normative for all times and in all places.    

   Cardinal Ratzinger cannot acknowledge the impact of his 

gut experience on his moral reasoning.  Why not?  Because he has 

been taught to conceal his emotions and to rely exclusively upon 

rational arguments.  So, he has cobbled together a careful list of 

rational arguments.  When one examines them carefully as we did in 

Chapter Two, it quickly appears that his arguments don’t hold up 

under close examination.  So why didn’t someone do what I did in 

Chapter Two much earlier?  Fear.  If big name theologians were being 

called on the carpet and being silenced right and left, what chance 

would I have to be heard?  What chance would I even have to be 

published?  The climate of oppression within the Catholic Church is so 
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thick that Catholic publishers have willingly taken off the shelves and 

shredded thousands of copies of book titles that they decided were 

too risky to sell because they came down on the wrong side of the 
issues considered “closed” by the U.S. bishops.143  

Self-censorship within Catholic publishing houses 

I recently published an Amazon eBook entitled, The Seven 

Errors of our Catholic Bishops.  For a full year I sought to find a Catholic 

publisher in the USA, in Canada, or in the UK.  In all, I identified and 

contacted ten publishers who had already marketed some 

moderately provocative critical studies.  Six turned me down on the 

grounds that my book would “not fit into their current marketing 

categories.”  Four of the presses never responded even when I 

prompted them to do so after two months.  Only one publisher, a 

scholar who trusted me, could tell me that the free and open 

discussion that Pope Francis revived during the two recent Synods has 

not yet caught on within the editorial boards of Catholic publishers.  

“They are still in the mode of self-censorship as the necessary 

precaution to insure the ongoing episcopal approval upon which their 
survival depends.”   

So, there you have it.  The bishops, for the most part, have 

been groomed to trust only compliant authors.  And Ratzinger has 

been “the bulldog of the Vatican” insuring that deviant authors would 
be exposed, silenced, and, if necessary, purged from the Church. 

Absolute rules laid down for moral sex in the past 

  At this juncture, Cardinal Ratzinger become a sympathizer 

with the millions of solid and upstanding Southern gentlemen who 

knew that “marriage between a White man and a Nigger” was 

“unnatural,” “disordered,” and “immoral”—something that no decent, 

God-loving society could ever approve.144   These Southern gentlemen 

had their favorite Bible passages and they had the hard-won wisdom 

of their fathers and grandfathers guiding their judgment.  But even if 

the Bible was completely silent on this matter and even if interracial 

couples could be shown to truly love and truly cherish each other, 

they would still rely upon the feeling in their gut to uphold their 

ABSOLUTE CERTAINTY that interracial marriages were “disgusting” and 

“morally intolerable.”  And even though they knew that their 

“grandpappies” had plenty of sex with the attractive female slaves in 

the barn, they would swear on the Bible that this sexual dalliance 

never diminished by even a hair’s breadth the absolute devotion their 

grandfathers had for their Southern wives and their Southern children 
and their Southern God.   
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  In the past, sincere individuals 

maintained various absolute constructs 

of when sexual activity was permitted 

and when it was banned.  Here are 
three such positions: 

 St. Augustine distrusted sex under 

all circumstances.  Even marital 

sexuality done exclusively with 

the motive to propagate the 

species was, in his eyes, always 

somewhat sinful because of the 

passion involved in every 

erection.  Yet, marital sex was 

totally immoral if the couple 

knew that they could not 

possibly conceive.  Safe sex in 

this epoch meant sex with as little 

passion as possible and with the 

sole aim of “being fruitful.” 

 Others maintained with equal certainty that no man should 

approach his wife during her menstruation.  Anyone having 

intercourse during this period was absolute immoral.  Safe sex 

meant abstaining from sex during the time of a “woman’s 

curse.”  Even after medical studies confirmed that this 

bleeding was entirely natural and beneficial, most men 

continued to hold on to their bad habits.   

 

 Up until very recently, Catholic moralists [mostly priests] insisted 

that the missionary position was the only allowed human 

posture to take when having sex.  Entering by the rear was 

regarded as “animal sex145.” Furthermore, only men were 

permitted to initiate sex.  Only men could be on top.  Anything 
else was an abomination before God.   

Even among heterosexuals, one can see that different eras of 

Catholic history scrupulously maintained moral norms that are no 

longer upheld today. Some of these epochs partially overlapped.  In 

each of these periods, however, one can be reasonable sure that the 

vast majority of individuals had an ABSOLUTE CERTAINTY that God 

required this or that for sex to be moral.  Each age examined their 

experience and their experience demonstrated to them that certain 

ways or times of having sex were “just plain disgusting” and 
accordingly “just plain wrong.”   

Today, however, no serious moralist blindly endorses all of the 

moral norms that were upheld by their grandfathers and 

grandmothers.  Modern husbands and wives generally talk about their 

sexual experiences with each other.  They do this by way of gaining 

the assurance that their sex play is mutually beneficial.  Others do this 
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because they are constantly innovating their sexual behavior by way 

of discovering different ways for expressing the love they have for 

each other.  Men sometimes buy titillating lingerie for their wives and 

keep the lights on, so they can visually enjoy their wives.  Some even 

engage in “talking dirty” while having sex.  Some use sex toys.  Only 

the prudish and the fundamentalists retain the moral and 
psychological taboos of the past.    

The quasi-magical powers of menstrual blood  

  During the Middle Ages, menstrual 

blood146 was assigned a whole assortment 

of semi-magical powers.  It could turn wine 

into vinegar or cause iron to rust.  Even in our 

modern era, a few women believe that it 

can insure the fidelity of their boyfriends.  

One woman who mixes her menstrual blood 
in the stew writes: 

My girlfriend did it and her boyfriend would only want to sleep with her, he 

never cheated on her.  i want to try it?  i mean, what's the worst that could 

happen?  he would never know.  right? [sic] 

Meanwhile, on a health site, I found a progressive point-of-view 
that is very sensible and liberating: 

It is common for people to avoid having sexual intercourse during 

menstruation.  The menstrual blood, tampons, and sanitary pads can 

potentially get in the way of the “mood.”  There are also certain religions and 

beliefs that females during menstruation are “unclean.”  However, there are 

many benefits to having sex during menstruation and many crafty ways to 

avoid the mess!  When practiced safely, sexual intercourse during 

menstruation is a safe, natural act and causes no harm to either partner.147 

Early on, my wife and I noted that Moses (Ex. 24:8) sprinkled 

blood (not holy water) on the people as an important part of a 

ceremony commanded by God.  This blood represented the joining in 

a covenant with God.  Thus, when my penis emerged coated in blood 

during our love-making, my wife and I began more and more to 

consider this as the blood of our covenant with each other and with 

God.  We joyfully smeared this blood on our bodies.  In time, the 

pleasure of discovering this blood completely replaced all of the 

earlier negative taboos that we felt.  It also persuaded me as to how, 

with a little shared determination, our ideas and feeling surrounding 
menstrual blood could be entire transformed. 

  With some trepidation, I brought 

this issue up with forty of my adult students 

in my theology course.  Women admitted to 

having a negative outlook on their 

http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/sexinfo/article/menstrual-cycle
http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/sexinfo/article/menstrual-products
http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/sexinfo/article/negotiating-safer-sex
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menstrual blood that reached back to the shock of their first flow.  But 

then three or four acknowledged organizing special family 

celebrations for their daughters at the time of their first period.148  What 

a difference this must make!  When it came to intercourse, however, 

four out of five admitted that they instinctively abstained from sex 

during the menstrual period.  They did this not because of any religious 

prohibition but because of the messiness and because of the secrecy 

and shame surrounding menstruation going back to their teenage 

years.  One out of five, however, noted that they had overcome this.  

As it turned out, my wife and I were the only ones who celebrated the 

appearance of the menstrual blood each month and saw it as 
marking God’s holy covenant with us. 

I bring this example forward to show how, even in an era when 

everyone thinks of menstrual blood as a natural part of the monthly 

menstrual cycle, there are still some holdovers from an earlier epoch.  

Some give it quasi-magical powers.  Some avoid sex due to negative 

factors--the messiness and the cramping.  A few like me and my wife 

cherish the blood as renewing our fertility covenant with our Creator.  

This diversity is to be expected because the sexual morality of the 

Church no longer assigns one and only one interpretation and strictly 

imposes it upon all.  We live at a time when lawful freedom allows a 

natural diversity of practices to flourish side-by-side without any group 

insisting that “ours is the best” or, more radically, “ours is the only way 
acceptable to God.”   

If the current multiplicity of norms and experiences relative to 

menstrual blood provide a good working model for how the Church 

could lovingly accept a multiplicity of moral norms.  This means that 

Cardinal Ratzinger and his followers could hold on to their views, John 

J. McNeill and his circle of gays and lesbians could hold on to theirs, 

and my wife and I could hold on to ours.  Those in Africa would 

undoubtedly have their own unique varieties of sexual morality; those 

coming from Asia would do likewise.  What would bind the multiplicity 

of sexualities together would be the mutual respect and dialogue 

around the Table of the Lord.  Dialogical groups could even discover 

that they share certain thematic elements: (a) Mindfulness of God’s 

gift of sexuality, (b) Appreciation of the uniqueness of one’s partner 

through loving gestures and playful surrender, and (c) Bonding 

together spouses in undertaking our mission to our children and out 

neighbors.  Then it would be just as St. Augustine proposed: “In 
essentials unity, in non-essentials liberty, in all things charity.”149 

My response to a Catholic fundamentalist  

I first met Kevin Kukla online.  I came to appreciate him as 

having a solid intellect and a good heart.  He is a devoted family man 

and an accomplished philosophy professor at the University of 

Alabama at Tuscaloosa. He has created his own website, 
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prolife365.com, and has about three dozen posted blogs.  The first one 

I read was “3 BIG Reasons Why the Catholic Church Teaches Against 

Voluntary Sterilizations.”  It didn’t take long for me to notice that Kukla 

has all the traits of Cardinal Ratzinger, including his mission to promote 

Catholic Fundamentalism as the only “true” faith.  Let’s look at some 
details and then I will share with you my response to his blog. 

  When it comes to getting a voluntary 

sterilization, the same principles apply.  

To purposely mutilate one’s flesh, so 

as to render one’s self sterile is a grave 

sin.150 

I noted immediately that Kukla 

calls a tubal ligation (or a 

vasectomy) a “mutilation.”  

He’s talking about a “surgical 

operation,” performed by a 

doctor of medicine.  The 

moment that he equates “tubal ligation” with “mutilation,” he 

commits the logical fallacy of presupposing his conclusion (namely, 

“mutilation “equals “grave sin”) in the very definition of his terms.  This 

would be like a prosecuting attorney addressing a defendant as “the 
rapist” throughout a trial. 

Kukla’s use of exaggerated and circular arguments continues: 

As I have discussed in the past, even earlier this week, sterile sex is not an act of 

love.  Obtaining a tubal ligation or a vasectomy is a form of permanent birth 

control, which is also gravely immoral. 

Love includes doing what’s best for the other person—not using 

[manipulating?] that person.  Holding back one’s fertility, therefore, qualifies as 

using another person, in this case for sexual pleasure.151 

Kukla here wants us to believe that a tubal ligation or a vasectomy is 

equated with “birth control” and it leads to “selfish manipulation” of 

one’s partner.  What strikes me as excessive here is his notion that 

every act of sex before the operation is seemingly “loving” while every 

act of sex after the operation is automatically reduced to being 
“loveless” and “manipulative.”   

It never enters Kukla’s mind that the sterilization might have 

been prescribed as “medically necessary” because “another 

pregnancy would most certainly be fatal.”  Nor does it enter his mind 

that the severe anxiety of the couple that their act of love might 

produce a fatal pregnancy weighed on their hearts and minds.  Thus, 

following the operation, the couple might have returned to the 

playful, high-spirited love making that characterized their life prior to 

the doctor’s warning.  Kukla’s blindness to circumstances is a clue that 
his analysis depends upon an essentialist position. 

http://prolife365.com/
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Kukla gives us no hint of his own experience in this realm, nor 

does he recount the experience of others by way of making his point.  

The reader is kept guessing as to how a simple operation could 

change a loving, caring person into an ogre.  The following 
paragraphs help us to get a glimpse as to why he says what he says: 

The purpose for sex is two-fold.  First and foremost, it is ordered toward the 

procreation of children.  Obviously, if one or both partners are sterilized, then 

the conjugal act no longer is ordered toward its primary purpose.  

Second, the conjugal act is supposed to be unitive for the spouses and a 

remedy for concupiscence.  To purposely hold back one’s fertility from one’s 

spouse means the second purpose becomes frustrated as well.  How can 

there be unity, when one or both spouses are not fully committed?152 

Here Kukla defines, as does Cardinal Ratzinger, what two factors are 

absolutely essential for marital love-making to be judged as “good.”  

Then, he shows how a tubal ligation vitiates one or both of these 

requirements.  When this happens, “good sex” falls immediately into 

his category of “bad sex” or “loveless sex.”  There is here no middle 
ground of “grey sex”—every act is black or white. 

Notice how easily Kukla arrives at the harsh judgment (made 

without any explanation) that “both spouses are not fully committed.” 

Notice also that Kukla never speaks about “mutual surrender” and 

“pleasure bonding.” Not once does Kukla allow that “good sex” must 

be playful, mutual, and non-coercive.  A husband could force himself 

upon his wife and seemingly fulfill Kukla’s notion of “good sex.” Does 

not the phrase “as a remedy for concupiscence” harken back to the 

time when a husband “took his pleasure” as he might with a slave or a 

prostitute?  And why does Kukla repeatedly use the clinical term 

“conjugal act” while studiously avoiding the modern notion of “love-
making”?   

This line of thinking and speaking is important to notice here 

because it helps to make transparent how Kukla along with Cardinal 

Ratzinger will later apply this same sort of analysis to lesbian lovers and 

come up with the hard and fast conclusion that a lesbian is only 
capable of  “bad sex” = “loveless sex” =  “grave sin every single time.”   

No sooner does Kukla make his grand analysis when he has to 

back up and make a series of escape clauses to allow for exceptions.  
Here is one such exception: 

If a medical condition necessitates someone to lose the use of or to have 

removed their sexual organs, then this is not a sin.  There, the mutilization is a 

therapeutic means of improving one’s life physically.153   

Note here that the continued use of the term “mutilation” at this point 

forces us to believe that, in Kukla’s mind, there are now “good 

mutilations” and “bad mutilations.”  This makes Kukla’s judgments 

appear prejudicial and arbitrary.  Does a wife who is chronically 

nervous and psychologically frigid because of her “fear of yet another 

pregnancy” have the right to get a “tubal ligation” as the therapeutic 
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means to retain her sanity?  How about a wife with three children who 

is “chronically worn out” and knows that she will either stop having 

babies or walk out of her marriage and her children’s lives 

completely?  Kukla fails to consider such cases.  Is this because he has 

never encountered them? Or is it because he, as a man, fails to give 

much weight to women’s psychological health?  One cannot be sure. 

In any case, we know that he makes an allowance for tubal ligations 
(a therapeutic “mutilation”) in cases of “medical necessity.” 

Kukla then makes further exceptions so that he can protect his 
earlier definition of what constitutes “good sex”:  

If a physical ailment prevents a couple from conceiving, then they are not 

sinning by having conjugal relations without the ability to get pregnant. 

As for menopause, this is a natural function of women that their ovaries 

eventually stop producing ovums, and so they cannot become pregnant 

again.  This too is natural and any subsequent marital relations are not sinful.154

  

The exception clauses here demonstrate that some naturally 

occurring circumstances can allow one to have “good sex” even 

when the first essential, namely fertility, is not present.  If that is true, 

then it would seem to follow that a lesbian couple in a committed 

relationship might fall in this category. They are prevented from 

conceiving by the natural circumstance that they are both females.  

However, both Kukla and Cardinal Ratzinger will throw in a new 

caveat to prevent us from allowing this exception.  They will introduce 

an essentialist definition of marriage as exclusively designed for “one 
man and one woman.”   

 Essentialists set up the rules of the game so that, at every turn, they are sure to win all the arguments.  And if you spot one weakness or one loophole, they already have another essentialist rule tucked up their sleeves that they can shake out and place on the table thereby blocking counter arguments.   

Even their use of language discourages any exploration of real 

life cases.  The application of their rules routinely produces immense 

amounts of suffering and even threatens to breakdown solid 

marriages as well.155  Their sense of compassion and mercy is severely 

limited by their assumptions.  To maintain their absolute certainties, 

they have to tell themselves that they have chosen the “narrow path” 

by upholding all of God’s sexual purity codes.  As they follow in Christ’s 

footsteps, the thistles and thorns on both sides of the path cut into their 

flesh.  They are content to not be happy in this world; their eyes are on 

the prize in the world to come.  Being disposed to relish pain more 
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than joy, they naturally listen to the suffering of their victims with the 

same disposition that they give to their own suffering.  “I will offer my 

sufferings along with the infinite sufferings of my divine Savior nailed to 
the cross,” they whisper in their prayers.156 
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My letter to Kevin Kukla 
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Kevin,  

 

You are living in an unreal world. . . .  You’re very good at the tech talk, but I 

don't hear you referring to any lived experience.  So this is where I intend to 

begin. 

 

You say, "Love includes doing what’s best for the other person—not using that 

person.  Holding back one’s fertility, therefore, qualifies as using another 

person, in this case for sexual pleasure." 

 

But I say to you, "Love includes doing what’s best for the other person—not 

using that person.  Having sex with my wife that is mutual, joyous, and self-

giving is never a sin.  Far from it.  It is a source of grace mixed with delicious 

ecstasy!  And this is the case when it might result in conception and when it 

might not or cannot--doesn't matter." 

 

I must say that, when my wife and I together decided to go off contraceptives, 

we checked her vaginal mucus each night and, when it got slippery, we knew 

this was the beginning of the fertile segment of her menstrual cycle.  That 

night, we had a special rush of pleasure bonding because together we 

imagined that we were creating (with God's help) our future daughter. 

 

The next three nights were the same.  The great sex that was our gift to each 

other was there, but now it was infused with our joint love for our future 

daughter. . . .  We fucked like rabbits throughout the night.  We laughed and 

played and kissed for hours.  This was like the unrestrained sex that we had for 

the first two weeks after our wedding. . . .  It was glorious. 

 

But we were mistaken.  No conception took place.  So the next month the sign 

of the slippery mucus came again, and again our marital orgy came over us 

with the naturalness of dew falling off the morning leaves.  Again, we felt our 

future daughter was palpably there with us and we loved her along with loving 

each other.  Nonstop. 

 

But it didn't happen.  Six months later, we consulted a specialist in fertility 

studies.  The experts told us we both were "marginally fertile."  So we continued 

our monthly sex orgies157 for two full years.  Near the end of the second year, 

the vision of our daughter, I must admit, had grown dim.  In its place, our love 

making now was often drenched in tears of pain and regret.  Good sex, 

believe it or not, can heal these memories and mend the wounds that life 

imposes on those who love God. 

 

Then it happened!  No, we did not get pregnant.  But the love that we had so 

faithfully generated for our future daughter had mysteriously spread out into 

the world and moved Zoila, a complete stranger, to ask my long-time social 

worker friend Margaret a favor: "I'm pregnant.  I need to find a couple in the 

USA who would take and love my baby.”  Now Zoila had illegally crossed the 

Rio Grande and was being detained by the INS awaiting imminent 

deportation.  And so we gave her the residency rights that she wanted and 

needed, and she gave us the beloved daughter that we wanted and 

needed. 

==================== 

Now some theological reflections: 

 

#1 Would our sex have been more committed or more holy if we had not used 

contraceptives for the first four years of our marriage?  NO WAY!   
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#2 Would we have been happier, fuller, more ecstatic in our love-making if we 

had used NFP?  NO WAY!   

 

In fact, the peak of my wife's friskiness was exactly when her mucus was 

slippery.  It's the same for most other women as well.  NFP enforces 

"abstinence" just at the time when the sex drive of the woman is highest.   

 

Wonder if you know this?  

 

#3 Does it become "unnatural" for my wife to want sex, to love sex, to enjoy sex 

during this fertile period [when the NFP people are abstaining]?  NO WAY!  

God's gift is not to be spurned. 

 

Those who rely upon NFP (a) miss out on the natural high period in their fertility 

cycle and (b) risk an untimely or socially disruptive pregnancy because NFP is 

one of the LEAST reliable ways of exercising RESPONSIBILE sexuality.158 

 

The 5% of Catholics still practicing NFP, needless to say, will never tell you this.   

 

They foolishly limit themselves to NFP because they buy into the indoctrination 

that came after Humanae Vitae in 1968.  Pope Paul rigged the membership of 

the Birth Control Commission,159 and then when they didn't give him the answer 

he expected, he secretly shelved their report and wrote Humanae Vitae for 

the purpose of shoving his solution down the throats of 95% of those on the 

Commission.  And notice carefully he didn't say that NFP was a good way, a 

better way, a superior way.  No he had the gall to say IT'S THE ONLY WAY.  So 

now the zealots (the Catholic Taliban) go about telling everyone that God 

wants married couples to stick with God and stick with NFP.  What is wrong with 

the picture?  The whole thing smells of a terrible dishonesty. 

 

And they talk so easy and calmly about "grave sins" for not going God's way as 

do you, Kevin, in your article.  I don't buy it!  Over 90% of Catholics don't buy it.  

It is a phony bill of goods, decided by a dishonest pope who never did his 

homework and never had the least understanding of the blessed sex that I 

have with my wife. 

 

Am I angry with Catholic teaching on these issues?  You can be sure I am.  

And why?  Because the Catholic Taliban has set out to ramrod the purity 

codes that they have manufactured for themselves down the throats of every 

Catholic on the face of the earth OR BE DAMNED!  Think of the priests, nuns, 

and theologians that the bishops have mercilessly tormented because they 

refused to toe the line of the Taliban who have taken over the Vatican. 

 

This is not the way of Jesus, buddy!   

 

Bless him!   Bless him!  Bless him!  He kept it simple and he kept it straight!  "What 

must I do to gain eternal life?" is the question set before him.  The Response: 

Love God . . . and love your Neighbor as yourself.  Nothing about complicated 

purity codes here.  Did I miss something? 

 

Yeah, I did miss something: 

  

Where is the love of God and love of Neighbor in the way that Cardinal 

Ratzinger tormented some of our best priests, nuns, and theologians. . . ? 

 

And Jesus said and I say with him, "Woe to you who tie up heavy burdens, hard 
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to bear, and lay them on people's shoulders” (Matt 23:4).  So, I stand with Jesus 

against the Catholic Taliban. 

Want to hear more, go to https://payhip.com/b/6zpm  

Fraternally, 

Aaron 

Reflections on my strategy  

  I decided to move in quickly 

and to take the field by highlighting my 

own moral standards.  I state where I 

stand and clearly distinguish myself 

from the fundamentalists.  I practically 

boast that my standards have a solidity 

that NFP cannot match.  In fact, I try to 
make the NFP advocates jealous.  

I let my personal story speak for 

itself.  My hope is that Kukla will feel 
some small admiration for the road he never allowed himself to travel.   

I also make it a point to single out the three points where my 

moral standards refuse to bow down to his Vatican rigidity.  Then I 

make a clear appeal to the freedom of Jesus: “He kept it simple and 

he kept it straight.”  Finally, I show how “Love your Neighbor” was 

brutally missing in the Ratzinger mistreatment of his enemies.  I let him 

know that I think of him and Cardinal Ratzinger as the “Catholic 

Taliban.”160   Following in the footsteps of Pope Francis, I give him no 

place to hide.  This is “tough love”—nothing less will be able to reach 
him. 

In the end, I acknowledge that Kukla is my Brother whether he 

accepts my position or not.  I never grovel or beg, since this would be 

interpreted as though I somehow need his recognition.  This would be 

interpreted as uncertainty on my part.  So I profess my faith in just the 

way that Pope Francis advised: “It is necessary to say everything that is 
felt with parrhesia [Greek: rhetoric boldness or frankness of speech].”   

Will this succeed?  Cannot tell.  I have to wait for his response.  

You can watch the site to see what happens.  I have posted five other 

responses since then; hence, I am addressing his “inadequacy” on 

various fronts.  Probably the strongest is my facing him down on the 
issue of pornography for teenagers.161 

The case of Mike Moroski revisited 

Mike Moroski enjoys supporting young people and their 

dreams.  He tells them to take pride in being “who you are.”  He also 

recognizes that those with homosexual leanings are petrified at the 

thought of losing all their friends and of “coming out” to their parents.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parrhesia


101 

But Mike Moroski knows how to listen deeply and to support each of 
them, especially if they should finally identify themselves as “queer.”   

Some well-connected parent gets wind of this, reads Moroski’s 

blogs, and informs Archbishop Schnurr by asking him, “Is this the kind of 

man we want teaching our children?”  The Archbishop, being a 

fundamentalist, could not just let this pass.  So, he responds by drafting 

a letter, consulting his lawyers, and then informing Moroski of his 

ultimatum: either agree in writing to be silenced on the homosexual 

issue or you will be dismissed immediately “for breach of contract.”  
You know what happens next: 

After much deliberation with my wife, family, trusted clergy, professionals from 

all walks of life and my own meditative silence, I decided not to take the post 

down, nor to recant my position that “I unabashedly believe gay people 

SHOULD be allowed to marry...” 

If I take that post down I would not be able to look at the thousands of former 

students and families with whom I have worked for twelve years in the eye.... 

What would I say to all of them if I were to go against my OWN conscience162 

so that I could keep my job for four months? 

It came down to the issue of personal integrity.  How could he 

promote integrity “at all costs” and then back down in the face of the 
Archbishop’s coercive threat in order to save himself and his family?   

Notice here that Moroski gives no hint of having read the 

Ratzinger documents and having discovered how flawed the Vatican 

arguments actually are.  Notice too that Moroski appears to know 

nothing of how Ratzinger avoided all forms of public collaboration 

before, during, and after he ramrodded his documents through the 

system.  Moroski does not argue that 57% of Catholics already favor 

“same-sex marriages”; hence, the Archbishop would be following a 

self-defeating strategy if he imagined that removing him would help to 

preserve a doctrine that is already so broadly rejected by the “healthy 

good sense” (sensus fidelium) of the faithful?  Moroski does not bring 

forward the names and words of twenty bishops and cardinals163 who 

have gone on record as favoring “same-sex marriages.”  Moroski does 

not cite Vatican II when it upholds the right of Catholics to be “free 

from coercion”164 and that, as a consequence, he might say that he 

cannot respond to the Archbishop’s ultimatum until he clarifies how 

and why he avoided any dialogue and jumped immediately to 

drastic coercive measures by way of resolving the issue.  Moroski 

appeals, instead, to his integrity but he does not cite the writings of the 

younger Dr. Joseph Ratzinger who wrote the following by way of 
explaining the doctrine of Vatican II regarding “conscience”: 
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Over the pope as the expression of the binding claim of ecclesiastical 

authority, there still stands one’s own conscience, which must be obeyed 

before all else, even if necessary against the requirement of ecclesiastical 

authority.  This emphasis on the individual, whose conscience confronts him 

with a supreme and ultimate tribunal, and one which in the last resort is 

beyond the claim of external social groups, even of the official Church, also 

establishes a principle [that enables one to act] in opposition to increasing 

totalitarianism.165 

Moroski does not cite the documents of the Church regarding justice, 

as when the U.S. Bishops wrote, “We must not only act justly but be 

perceived as acting justly if we are to succeed in winning popular 

support against same-sex marriages.”166 Moroski does not ask the 

Archbishop how his conduct squares with the bishops’ own standards.  

Finally, Moroski does not take the route of telling the Archbishop that 

his first and non-negotiable mandate is to continue serving his students 

and serving his faculty and that he intends to continue to do so for the 

duration of his contract and then and only then will he give his answer 
to the Archbishop’s ultimatum.   

Strategies for implementing nonviolent resistance 

This last route clearly moves toward nonviolent resistance.167  

The Archbishop might decide to wait until the contract expires when 

all the cards would be in his deck.  Most probably, however, the 

Archbishop will be impatient and will make more threats.  For 

example, he might impose a deadline or he might insist that Moroski 

leave his office within five hours and not return.  When he ignores this, 

the Archbishop would probably proceed to have him arrested and 
forcefully removed “as a trespasser.”   

The students could organize themselves in preparation for this 

eventuality.  At the arrival of the police, a prearranged signal would 

be given, and immediately students in sympathy with Moroski would, 

in absolute silence, immediately vacate their classrooms and surround 

Moroski in his office.168  If the police have not yet reached him, then 

students would join arms and block the halls or merely sit down and 

force the police to climb over them.  Once they reach Moroski, 

however, they would be told that they are invited to speak with him 

but not to leave with him.  They might decide to handcuff or chain 

Moroski’s ankles to a heavy desk, for example, to make certain that he 

could not easily be removed.  The students might hiss or hum, but they 

would not insult or restrain the police in any way.  All interactions with 

the police would be captured on multiple cell phones.  Meanwhile, 

other students would alert newspaper reporters and TV stations that a 

“nonviolent protest blocking the arrest of Moroski” was in progress at 

Purcell-Marion High School.  Legal advisors (parents of students) would 

also be brought in to advise both the police and the students of their 

rights.  Significant songs or even silly songs could be at the ready to 

keep the mood non-aggressive yet focused.  A protest statement 
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detailing the injustice of the process to remove Mr. Moroski would be 

prepared in advance and given to reporters, to concerned parents, 
and other adult bystanders.   

Educating students how to use nonviolent 
confrontation 

Even if, by some circumstance, Mike Moroski was removed 

and prevented from returning, concerned students of the school 

could hold a memorial in honor of Mr. Moroski.  At this memorial, a 

microphone could be passed around that would allow students to tell 

their stories regarding “What I learned from Mr. Moroski that I will never 

forget.”  Teams of students with video recorders would not only record 

what students said but to have students sign release forms allowing 
them to use their memorial message on the internet.   

Following the memorial, four to five ten-minute YouTube videos 

could be prepared that would artfully present the grievance of the 

students followed by five to eight student statements.  At the close of 

each YouTube video would be an invitation to sign an online protest 

letter demanding the reinstatement of Mr. Moroski.  The letter and 

signatures would be addressed to the Archbishop and to the 

Catholics of the Archdiocese of Cincinnati and delivered to him 

personally by a hundred students just prior to the Sunday liturgy.  The 

students then would distribute copies to the entire congregation and 

stay with the people to join in the Eucharist presided over by the 
Archbishop. 

If this protest letter did not receive a favorable response from 

Archbishop Schnurr, then students could decide to shut-down the 

school for two hours on a couple of Friday afternoons and have 

“teach-ins” prepared in which the injustice of the situation were 

carefully and systematically presented followed by an hour of brain-

storming strategizing on how to restore justice using principles of 

nonviolence confrontation.  Hopefully the students could work 

together with the full support of the administration in bringing this into 

realization.  It could be explained to them that this is a test case in 

Catholic Action and that it is preparing them to learn nonviolent 

confrontation techniques that would be invaluable for redressing 

injustice later in their lives.  If the administration falters, interested 

students could decide to merely silently walk out of their classrooms 
and assemble in the gym at the pre-arranged hour. 

The “teach-ins” might even bring in nonviolent social activists 

who would strategize with the students how to put pressure on 

Archbishop Schnurr to meet their demands.  Who knows what the 

genius of these students could produce?  They could imaginatively 

create an internet fury that would knock the socks off the people of 

Cincinnati and have Archbishop Schnurr too ashamed to step outside 

his million-dollar mansion.  Or they might bring their parents on board 
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and have one hundred of them contributed $500 each to rehire Mike 

Moroski as “their” vice-principle who was no longer under the authority 

of the Archbishop.  They could rethink band concerts, school plays, 

and athletic events in such a way as to perform them “in honor of 

Mike Moroski.”  The Archbishop would always be personally invited to 

attend.  If he failed to show, a copy of the program would be given to 
him with the tribute to Mike Moroski clearly visible. 

If after all their efforts, Archbishop Schnurr would ultimately 

refuse to reconcile himself with Mike Moroski, then, as a final protest, 

the parents and the students could refuse to reconcile themselves 

with him as well.  When he visits, they could deliberately shun him by 

avoiding him or turning their backs to him.  When he addresses them, 

they could silently block their ears with their hands.  If he continues to 

ignore them, they could begin softly humming or whispering “Mike 

Moroski.”  A hundred students doing this could easily unnerve even an 

Archbishop.  He can’t have all or even one of them expelled169 
because he doesn’t know who they are.   

All in all, it would only take a few instances like this to teach an 

unruly and menacing Archbishop that there are severe limits to his 

abuse of power.  They might even be able to convince him that 

teachers like Mike Moroski who support “same-sex marriages” are 

doing the entire Church an immense service in so far as they bring a 

level of welcome and support to Catholic gays and lesbians that has 
been decidedly curtailed by the Ratzinger Doctrine. 

Shunning the Archbishop 

Another strategy would be to shun170 the Archbishop.  How so?  
By drafting a letter something like the following: 

 

To: Archbishop Dennis M. Schnurr  

From: Students of Purcell-Marian High School 

Re: dismissal of Mr. Mike Moroski 

Your dismissal of Mr. Mike Moroski is an act of injustice and a sin against God.   

It is an act of injustice in so far as the character and worth of a teacher in our 

school should never be decided on the basis of his/her position on same-sex 

marriages.  Many priests, bishops, and cardinals have openly favored offering 

some blessing and civil recognition of same-sex unions.  Pope Francis has, 

already for ten years, favored such a proposal171 but he hesitates to call it 

“marriage.” Furthermore, to summarily deny a talented and worthy teacher his 

income without some due process is an injustice against his family. 

It is a sin against God in so far as it is not for us to judge what measures same-

sex couples should or should not employ to protect their loved ones.  God has 

assigned to each of us a dignity and a calling.  No one can be justly blamed 

or menaced for what God has created them to be. 
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Furthermore, as a Catholic bishop you are committed to respect the dignity 

and safeguard the God-given rights of gays and lesbians.  The “morality 

clause” that you placed in teacher contracts has the effect of menacing 

those teachers who promotes compassion and understanding for LGBTQ 

students.  This is a sin against God and a violation of your episcopal calling. 

As Catholics, we urgently need faculty like Mr. Mike Moroski who actively 

promote compassion and understanding for LGBTQ students.  You should be 

humbly learning from him rather than trying to silence him. 

For all these reasons, we have taken it upon ourselves the task of overturning 

your sins of injustice.  Mr. Mike Moroski is now employed by us and his salary has 

been increased because we cherish his character and his worth as a Catholic 

teacher among us. 

Since you have sinned against God and against those gays and lesbians 

among us whom God loves, we no longer regard you as a suitable minister fit 

to officiate at any Eucharist held here in our school.  As Jesus said in the Gospel 

of Matthew, “If you are bringing your gift to the alter and remember that 

someone has something against you, go first and reconcile with him/her and 

then go and offer your gift.”  Be reconciled, therefore, so that we can, at some 

future point, again embrace you as our God-appointed pastor and Eucharistic 

celebrant. 

Here below are our signatures. 

  

 

The case of refusing Communion to the lesbian 
couple revisited 

Let’s go back and think of the case where Fr. Kneib refused to 

give Communion to Carol Parker and Josie Martin, her partner, during 
the funeral of Carol’s mother.   

Once one is baptized as a Roman Catholic, one has a right to 

the Sacraments.172  No priest or bishop is permitted to arbitrarily refuse 

giving Communion to anyone unless there are clear signs that the 

person is unprepared or indisposed.  For example, as when someone is 
drunk or unconscious.  Two rules in Canon Law apply here: 

Can.  915 Those who have been excommunicated or interdicted after the 

imposition or declaration of the penalty and others obstinately persevering in 

manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to holy Communion. 

Can.  916 A person who is conscious of grave sin is not to celebrate Mass or 

receive the body of the Lord without previous sacramental confession unless 

there is a grave reason and there is no opportunity to confess; in this case the 

person is to remember the obligation to make an act of perfect contrition 

which includes the resolution of confessing as soon as possible. 

Canon 916 places the obligation on the person coming forward to receive 

Communion.  Canon 915 places the obligation on the part of the minister.   
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Some bishops, for example, favor denying Communion to any 

politician who supports limited abortions.  Politicians, in this case, often 

explain that, it is one thing for them to regard every act of abortion as 

a serious sin, it is quite another thing for them (a) to fulfill their 

responsibility as legislators who necessarily must draft and support 

legislation that regulates abortions in accordance with the common 

good or (b) to fulfill their oath of office by protecting those seeking 

and providing legal abortions from harassment or from outright 

violence.  In 2004, the Task Force on Catholic Bishops and Catholic 
Politicians, made the following observations: 

We [the U.S. bishops] are not yet united on how best to address these matters--

locally or nationally, formally or informally, through a statement or a process of 

engagement involving discussion and dialogue.  We are not clear at this point 

on whether national guidelines would help or hurt. 

There are also clear differences among the bishops over sanctions for 

politicians – their appropriateness, wisdom, etc.  Among those who expressed 

a view, the majority were negative on refusing Communion by a margin of 

roughly 3-1. 

 

Those who supported sanctions advocated several differing alternatives, 

including private or public calls for politicians to refrain from identifying 

themselves as Catholic or refrain from receiving Communion.  Others proposed 

publicly refusing Communion to politicians who oppose church teaching on 

abortion and euthanasia.  These bishops’ rationale for sanctions included the 

conviction that sanctions simply acknowledge that these politicians have cut 

themselves off from the Catholic community; that our faithful people are 

scandalized and expect strong action; and that it’s time to be clear and stop 

worrying about consequences. 

What is clear here is that the U.S. bishops must not only act justly, but 

they must also appear to be acting justly.  Must every legislator who 

votes for any legislation making provisions for limited abortions be 

denied Communion when, in fact, such legislation might be necessary 

for improving services or for limiting the number of abortions?  Politics 

seldom exists in a black and white world.  Similarly, would it be fair to 

single out legislators, when propositions regarding abortion and 

euthanasia are frequently on the local ballots.  Does any Catholic 

voting for improving services or for limiting the number of abortions 

have to be denied Communion?  Even if the U.S. bishops would adopt 

such a “strong action,” how would such a measure ever be 

implemented when there are a hundred people in the Communion 
line?   

When it comes to “same-sex marriages,” would a bishop or 

priest be able to even know, much less recognize same-sex couples in 

the Communion line?  Going further, even supposing that the 

Ratzinger Doctrine is correct and that “homosexual companionship” is 

not the problem but only “homosexual sex,” what would allow a 

bishop or priest to be able to distinguish those who have had sex 
recently from those who limit themselves to companionship?173   
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At this point, Father Kneib enters the picture.  Was he blinded 

by his fundamentalist zeal and itching for the right opportunity to 

shame Carol Parker and Josie Martin as “obstinately persevering in 

manifest grave sin” (Canon 915)?  How was he to explain why earlier 

pastors knew these women very well yet felt no necessity to call them 

to conversion in this manner?  And how about the hundred plus 

parishioners who regard their companionship as a “blessing” and 

would be quick to say so had Father Kneib taken the time to ask 

them?  And, going further, would Father Kneib deny Communion to a 

husband who was known to beat his wife black and blue every Friday 

or to be visiting his teenage daughter in the middle of the night with 

sex on his mind?  Not likely.  And why not?  Is it because men like 

Father Kneib are prejudiced and give men the benefit of the doubt 

while women, “such weak and misguided creatures,” need a strong 

man’s hand to bring them into line?  Quite possibly...  In any case, 
Father Kneib would not get much approval from Pope Francis.174 

But, for you, my readers who have come so far with me, your 

objections may, at this point, go much deeper.  Some of you may be 

tempted to ask Father Kneib, “Please explain to me how these two 

committed women are obstinately persevering in some manifest 

grave sin by virtue of their living together and caring for each other.”  

Or others may ask, “By what right do you shame our Sister when she is 

in the throes of mourning her mother’s death?”  “Is this the level of 
pastoral sensitivity that your own mother would expect of her son?” 

Finally, looking at my own evaluation of Cardinal Ratzinger 

judgment on same-sex marriages and seeing how flimsy and 

misguided his reasoning actually is, does this not give every Catholic, 

conservative and liberal alike, some appreciation of the importance 

of exposing the narrowness and the unfairness of Ratzinger Doctrine?  

And if I, as one theologian, can spot deep flaws in the Ratzinger 

Doctrine, what would a dozen competent theologians be able to 
reveal? 

Don’t hold your breath.  The reassessment that must come 

eventually cannot come just yet because the forces in place still favor 

retaining the Ratzinger Doctrine.  Even among the bishops themselves, 

there is no patience for dissenting or even cautionary voices.  The 

fundamentalist passion for saving the Church by inflicting the people 

of God with a reign of terror is well in place.  If the U.S. Catholic 

bishops at their bi-annual meetings are unable and unwilling to politely 

challenge each other behind closed doors and to set down some 

principles of pastoral restraint upon the aggressive policies of men like 

Archbishop Schnurr, Father Brian Coelho, and Father Benjamin Kneib, 

what can we, as ordinary Catholics, do by way of slowing down or 
halting the unbridled menace of Catholic fundamentalism? 

But are we really so powerless?  We are many and they are so 
few.  Let’s explore... 

http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/2/1Q.HTM
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http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/1/4U.HTM
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/3J.HTM
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/UB.HTM
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Nonviolent strategies for bringing a halt to abuse  

Consider these three strategies: 

1. When Father Benjamin Kneib refused to offer Communion 

to Carol Parker and Josie Martin, a significant number of 

Catholics at the funeral refused to take Communion (the 

body of Christ).  This is solidarity in suffering with the one 

being victimized.  With a little more forethought, a 

handful175 of regular Eucharistic ministers could have taken 

the host given to them by the priest and broken them in 

half and offered half to Carol and half to Josie saying, 

“Take and eat.  This is the body of Christ.”  What a 

marvelous thing it would be if this practice would catch on 

and parishioners everywhere would be ready to take 

immediate action to contravene any Eucharistic shunning 

that took place anywhere.176  A few dozen brave people in 

each parish could effectively remedy the nonsense of 

shaming same-sex couples.  In this way, they wouldn’t 

have to drive an hour to go to a receptive parish because 

they were bonded to the parish where they had grown up 
and thrived earlier. 

2. If a priest or bishop ever begins to speak irreverently about 

homosexuals or same-sex marriages during a sermon or an 

instruction, a dozen or a hundred people could begin to 

hiss and/or knock on the pews177 signaling their objection 

until he stops.  This would signal that such bad-mouthing of 
gays and lesbians is not permitted in God’s house.   

3. If a priest or bishop begins to shun homosexual partners or 

to treat them disrespectfully, then you and others like you 

could first bring it to his attention privately (Matt. 18:15).  If 

he acknowledges his fault, you have won back your 

Brother.  If he justifies himself or makes light of his offense, 

then you could begin to shun him by avoiding him or 

turning your back to him.  When he addresses you, you 

could silently block your ears with your hands.  If he should 

ask why, then you would clearly tell him.  Make it clear that 

no matter what opinion he holds regarding the 

homosexual orientation and homosexual acts, he is bound 

to observe the rule of his Church to the effect that “they 

[gays and lesbians] must be accepted with respect, 

compassion, and sensitivity.  Every sign of unjust 
discrimination in their regard should be avoided.” 178 

Pushback against the “Morality Clause” in SF 

Archbishop Salvatore Cordileone of San Francisco initiated a 

course of action quite similar to that of Archbishop Schnurr of 
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Cincinnati.  The teachers and their supporters in San Francisco, 

however, were much more pro-active in confronting Archbishop 

Cordileone.  Students in Catholic schools also engaged in nonviolent 

protests against having their teachers muzzled by their Archbishop.  

Jim McGarry, a retired educator who taught Catholic theology for 

twenty years at San Francisco’s St. Ignatius College Preparatory, a 

Jesuit Catholic high school that his own children attend, supported the 

student protestors by publishing an “open letter” supporting their 
efforts and by saying openly what many were afraid to say:  

“[The archbishop] is not in compliance with Catholic teaching,” McGarry said.  

“He is very selectively choosing a small number of doctrines and putting them 

forward in a selective way and, I think, distorting the tradition … in a way that 

first of all endangers the health and well being of our children.”  McGarry 

argued that Cordileone’s hard-liner stance on homosexuality, which would 

permit the firing of teachers who wed same-sex partners, directly contradicts a 

line in the Catholic Catechism that reads, “Every sign of unjust discrimination 

[against gays and lesbians] should be avoided.”  He also noted that Catholic 

teaching is well-known for guaranteeing freedom of conscience, allowing 

Catholics to disobey their government — or each other — when they feel that 

their morals has [sic] been violated.179 

These are excellent points that challenge Archbishop Cordileone’s presumption of 

orthodoxy when he distorts the Catholic tradition by placing undue emphasis upon 

the Ratzinger Doctrine.   

The necessary next step would be to allow Cardinal Ratzinger’s 

condemnation of same-sex unions be competently investigated to see whether it does 

contain shoddy logic, dubious misinformation, and defective biblical exegesis (as 

shown in Chapter 2).  The world-wide Catholic bishops have never been consulted 

on this issue.  Nor has the Pontifical Biblical Commission or the Vatican’s 

International Theological Commission.  In this Jubilee Year that Pope Francis 

proclaimed, “to rediscover God's mercy and experience the mystery of his love,” 

would it not be to the interest of all persons concerned . . . 

(a) . . . to encourage and to officially sponsor
180

 open and free discussions 

of all aspects of homosexuality, 

(b) . . . to permit oral histories 
181

to be gathered whereby Catholics in 

same-sex unions would have an opportunity to share their stories 

publicly, and  

(c) . . . to have all bishops and priests and self-appointed “watchdogs” 

cease and desist from all forms of coercive action and to have all 

censures lifted against those persons who did not agree with or comply 

with the Ratzinger Doctrine. 

 

Jim McGarry’s Open Letter to the students in SF 

 

By way of closing this chapter, I want to reproduce here the 

whole of Jim McGarry’s Open Letter.  Notice that he begins with his 

http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a6.htm#2358
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a6.htm#2358
http://www.catholicapologetics.info/scripture/oldtestament/commission.htm
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/.../cti.../rc_cti_index-doc-pubbl_en.html
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experience.  He is calm, firm, and decisive.  Notice also that he 

validates the students’ experience.  This is key!  Then he invites the irate 

protestors to be nonviolent peacemakers as they offer unflinching 
support to those scarred by Ratzinger’s hate-language.  

An open letter to students  
from concerned parents 

Decades before you were born, we, your parents, grew up in Catholic and 

other schools where no one was “out.”  We heard the term “fag” thrown 

around classrooms and hallways with casual cruelty.  There was overt bullying 

and brazen gossip based on perceived sexual orientation.  There was 

occasional violence.  There was loneliness and even despair among our peers 

who knew they were “different.”  There were suicides as well as descent into 

slower forms of self-destruction [sic].  There was anger smoldering beneath the 

surface among those who knew they would never be accepted.  Our 

teachers and school leaders?  Silent or worse [complicit?]. 

You young students, our sons, and daughters, in Catholic Schools in the last 

decade have grown up with a new reality.  You have peers “out of the 

closet,” and you see that their human dignity is not diminished by their sexual 

orientation, and you indeed celebrate your unity undergirding the differences.  

You also have peers whose families are led by gay or lesbian parents; you visit 

them, they welcome you into their homes, you see their full humanity flowering 

in their families.  Some of you live in such families, newly protected by laws 

recognizing civil same sex marriage.  You may know a classmate who was 

conceived by in vitro fertilization.  You do not see the circumstances of his or 

her conception as changing in any way the inheritance as a child of God.  

You include them in your circles without question.  This is new, this is a blessed 

change. 

There is no going back. 
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However, the language currently proposed by the Archbishop for your 

faculty’s handbook, in which active homosexuals, including those in marriages 

no matter how loving, are labeled “gravely evil”—that language is what is now 

repulsive to you.  What a reversal!  Stay faithful to your new perception—and 

thank the current generation of teachers who have helped inform your 

consciences and boldly inspired you to believe that human dignity is 

indivisible.  Stand with them, and start by learning more about human beings 

from all the disciplines you study, and most especially from your study of the 

Gospel of love, from the God who liberates slaves and all those oppressed, 

from the Spirit that stands with the truth of Church teaching based on the 

saving presence of God’s grace and mercy in our lives. 

 

Beware that your resistance to this handbook language does not get lost in 

anger or in a judgmental grudge against the Archbishop.  We believe in loving 

even our opponents.  We also know that God is God and we are human and 

we make mistakes.  Believe in conversion, the turning of hearts and minds.  As 

the Gospels exhort us: Be the salt of the earth, the light unto the world.  Search 

for the pearl of great price and cherish it.  Continue to put your arms around 

those of your peers who are most vulnerable to those and all hateful words, 

bring them close, wrap them in layers of protection and reassurance.  They 

need and deserve your loving embrace.182 

Get involved! 

Jim McGarry 

Parent and former religious studies teacher in the Archdiocese 
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  For more details and a free sample, go to https://payhip.com/b/jnsw 

https://payhip.com/b/jnsw
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Ch5 How Jesus Silenced 

the Fundamentalist 

 

Our struggle against fundamentalism within our churches and 

within our own extended families requires all the help we can get from 
Jesus.   

Did Jesus experience fundamentalism? 

When the Gospels are explored, it is clear that homosexuality 

and same-sex marriages do not show up as pressing issues in the world 

of Jesus of Nazareth.  However, what one does discover is that Jesus 

did confront Jewish fundamentalists during the period when he 

moved through the towns of Galilee and preached in their 
synagogues.  Here is the first instance: 

  2:23 One Sabbath he was going through the grainfields; and as they made 

their way his disciples began to pluck heads of grain. 2:24 The Pharisees said to 

him, "Look, why are they doing what is not lawful on the Sabbath?” 2:25 And 

he said to them, "Have you never read what David did when he and his 

companions were hungry and in need of food? 2:26 He entered the house of 

God, when Abiathar was high priest, and ate the bread of the Presence, 

which it is not lawful for any but the priests to eat, and he gave some to his 

companions.”  2:27 Then he said to them, "The Sabbath was made for 

humankind, and not humankind for the Sabbath; 2:28 so the Son of Man183  is 

lord even of the Sabbath."  (Mark 2:23-28) 

The setting here is that Jesus and his disciples are passing 

through fields as they go from one town to another (Mark 1:38-39).  On 

the way, his disciples are hungry.  They take the tassels of the wheat 

and rub them between their hands to remove the outer covering and 
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eat the grains.  I have done this myself from time to time.  The grains 

are rather tasteless, but they do provide enough nourishment to at 

least take the edge off of hunger.  According to the traditions of the 

time, anyone was permitted to do this at the edge of a farmer’s field, 

but they must not enter into the field (stomping down the stalks of 
grain as they go).   

The Pharisees are the Jewish fundamentalists that Jesus 

encountered.  Notice that their complaint is directed toward Jesus 

and not toward the disciples themselves.  They clearly regard Jesus as 

their teacher; hence, the critique of the disciples is actually a 

complaint against Jesus that he has not trained them properly.  They 

probably expect that Jesus will rein them in.  But he doesn’t.  Rather, 

he turns his attention to the Pharisees and tries to win them over to his 

point of view.  In brief, he engages them in dialogue.  To do this, he 

cites the case of David and his companions who are fleeing the wrath 

of King Saul and take the liberty to raid the loaves in the temple 

reserved for the priests.  This is an excellent teaching moment.  The 

Pharisees, in this instance, would hardly be inclined to support the 

claim of the priests; rather, Jesus would expect them to grant David 

the right (given the circumstances) to take (not to be given) the 

temple loaves to satisfy his hunger and the hunger of his companions.  

Jesus deliberately chooses this test case because David (who is not 

yet the king) here breaks the law to satisfy his hunger.  But this is 

exactly what the disciples of Jesus are doing: they are breaking the 
law of the Sabbath in order to satisfy their hunger.   

Fundamentalists don’t know how to make exceptions.  They 

don’t make exceptions for themselves, and they are quick to bring 

others in line so that they don’t make exceptions either.184  They are 

sticklers for maintaining the letter of the law, which, for them appears 

black and white.  The Mosaic Law, by the way, specifically says that 

“harvesting” is not permitted on the Sabbath.  Taking a dozen 

handfuls of grain can hardly be equated with harvesting.  But Jesus 

doesn’t want to quibble with them as to how many handfuls a man 

can take and eat before it becomes “harvesting.”  In other words, 

Jesus doesn’t want to get bogged down in the convoluted logic of 

the Pharisees.  Rather, he wants to lift them out of their familiar mindset 

and to teach them that David took the liberty to break the law and 

that it follows, as night follows day, that every Jew has the right to 
break the law when their personal circumstances merit an exception.   

When I decided not to argue with Kevin Kukla on the details of 

his definitions and his logic, I was doing the same thing.  What I did, 

was to submit my own personal sexual history as a test case 

demonstrating that someone can be righteous, before God and 

before man, employing moderate and humane standards that are 

entirely different from those Kukla and Cardinal Ratzinger have 

invented for themselves.  Kukla can keep his rigid certainties, if he, in 

his conscience, actually believes that God thinks and judges as he 
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does.  But, what he cannot do is to impose them upon everyone else 
(in the way that Cardinal Ratzinger is anxious to do).   

How Jesus opposed the Jewish Taliban 

Consider the case of Jesus.  He is not pestering the Pharisees to 

practice what he practices; rather, he is trying to stop them from 

imposing their thinking on everyone else.  This is what fundamentalist 

love to do.  They persuade themselves that they have “God’s 

absolute point of view” and that their mission is to bring everyone else 

into line with “their God.”  In so doing, they become the Catholic 

Taliban and justify their “moral terrorism” as somehow required by God 
himself.  This is why Pope Francis calls them “godless.” 

Do the Pharisees stop pestering Jesus and concede that the 

disciples do have sufficient cause to override the Sabbath?  We don’t 

know, but probably not.  In any case, the Evangelists do not tell us.  

But the Evangelists do go on to tell us that Jesus put forward a general 

norm: “The Sabbath was made for [the benefit of] humankind, not 

humankind [made] for the Sabbath” (Mark 2:27 and par.).  Thus, Jesus 

takes the stand that “the day of rest” was designed by God as a 

blessing to relieve exhaustion from the six days of work.  In Gen. 1, 

even God shows himself as resting follow the exertions of the six days 

of creation.  Thus, according to this, God learned from his own 

experience how a day of rest could be beneficial.  Hence, according 

to Jesus, every Jew was invited to free themselves of a wooden 

conformity with Sabbath regulations, especially when the welfare of 
suffering individuals was at stake. 

This has a bearing on our topic of homosexuality.  How is it that 

Evangelical Fundamentalists are so quick to gather up texts 

condemning homosexual sex when they so easily dispense themselves 

from the Law of Moses that condemns anyone failing to keep the 

Sabbath rest with death by stoning (Exod. 31:14, 35:3; Deut. 5:13; Neh. 

13:15-21)?  Or, to take up again the argument of Matthew Vines: How 

can Evangelical Fundamentalists turn to those on their right hand and 

preach the good news of the Gospel to heterosexuals saying, “God 

solemnly promises you companionship and sexual intimacy when he 

says, ‘It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a 

helper fit for him’”(Gen. 2:18) and, then, to turn to their left and say to 

homosexuals, “None of this applies to you.  God blocks his ears to your 

cries of loneliness, and he makes no provision for any sexual intimacy 

to gladden your hearts.  You will go into your twilight years utterly 

alone and no one will care for you as you take you final breath”?  And 

if Jesus acted outside of the letter of the Mosaic Law when he was 

moved by compassion for the man with the withered arm and moved 

by compassion for his disciples stricken by hunger, would not this same 

Jesus rush to act outside of the Christian Code of Ethics in order to 

bring a speedy relief to those gays and lesbians pleading to have 
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Christians recognize the legitimacy of their love and their desire for 

marriage?  And should not the churches be the first (rather than the 

last) to recognize that God created the blessings of marriage for both 

the heterosexual and the homosexual 
alike?   

Then another case of Sabbath 
fundamentalism is introduced: 

  3:1 Again he entered the synagogue, and a man was there who had a 

withered hand. 3:2 they watched him to see whether he would cure him on 

the Sabbath, so that they might accuse him. 3:3 And he said to the man who 

had the withered hand, "Come forward.”  3:4 Then he said to them, "Is it lawful 

to do good or to do harm on the Sabbath, to save life or to kill?" But they were 

silent. 3:5 He looked around at them with anger; he was grieved at their 

hardness of heart and said to the man, "Stretch out your hand." He stretched it 

out, and his hand was restored. 3:6 The Pharisees went out and immediately 

conspired with the Herodians against him, how to destroy him. 3:7 Jesus 

departed with his disciples to the sea, and a great multitude from Galilee 

followed him. (Mark 3:1-7) 

  In the earlier case, Mark makes it clear that Jesus was not accused 

for violating the Sabbath.  Only his disciples were accused.  In this 

second case, Jesus stands alone as the healer and he alone is 

accused.  This narrative presupposes that Jesus has already gained 

the reputation as a healer (Mark 1:39-2:12) and that his enemies 

acknowledged his power to heal but attributed it to Beelzebub (Mark 

3:22).  At one point, Jesus uses the metaphor of “the physician” to 

describe his work (Mark 2:17).  It cannot be that “magic words” are 

used, since Jews distrusted magic and a magical healing would not 

constitute “work.”  The presumption of Jesus’ accusers here must be 

that healing involved some manipulation of the arm or hand as a 

physician would do.  Likewise, the term “withered” does not have to 

imply a congenital deformity because the term “restored” implies that 

the hand was useless and Jesus restored its use.185  Jerome, for 

instance, thought that the man was a mason who suffered an injury 

that put him out of work.  Jesus restored his hand and restored his 

livelihood as well.  It must also be noticed that if the restoration were 

very dramatic (bone and flesh are suddenly or gradually entirely 

transformed), the sheer power of the transformation would have 

caused awe and fear in Jesus’ enemies because they would know 
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that he could afflict a man just as well as heal a man.  So the fact that 

they do not back away or shudder with amazement also indicates 

that Mark does not think of this event as frightening.  The issue, after all, 
is whether Jesus would heal on the Sabbath.   

Notice also that the healing in this narrative is not endangering 

the life of the man.  Everyone would recognize the legitimacy for life-

saving remedies on the Sabbath.  In this case, therefore, Jesus uses this 

as a teaching lesson for the Pharisees.  The issue is not that of doing a 

“miracle,” since even a miracle would be presumed to be done with 

God’s power and God is surely the Lord of the Sabbath.  The words of 

Jesus as well make this clear: "Is it lawful to do good or to do harm on 

the Sabbath, to save life or to kill?"  Jesus is on target, here, when he 

gives them a black and white question.  Do good or do evil?  Save a 

life or destroy a life?  If they say, the former, then Jesus has their 

approval and can go ahead without any fear that he and his 

adversaries are on the same page.  If they choose the latter terms, 

then Jesus has them over the barrel because they will be unable to 

justify their choice from the Scriptures and will look silly in the minds of 
the people.  So they are sullenly silent.   

 He looked around at them with anger (Mark 3:5).  Most 

Christians only think of Jesus as flaring up in anger only when he drives 

the money-changers from the temple.  But here he is livid with anger.  

This is how I feel when writing about Archbishop Schnurr, Father Knee, 

and Father Coelho—“Don’t you dare treat my Brothers and Sisters in 

this way!”  I want to scream at them.  “You're ideologically driven.  

You're trying to sugar-coat real tragedies in the lives of real women 

with your pious, romantic bullshit.  Stop it!”186  Pure and unadulterated 

anger187 is sometime the only authentic response to the evil that 
fundamentalist do... 

How the Jewish Taliban was paralyzed by Jesus   

Jesus turns on his critics by questioning them sternly: “Is it lawful 

on the Sabbath to do good or to do harm?” (Mark 3:4 and par.) and 

again “Have you never read what David did when he was in need 

and was hungry?” (Mark 2:25 and par.).  In the end, he entirely 

dismisses the notion of “true religion” embraced by his critics. He ends 

up saying to them, “The Sabbath was made for [the benefit of] 

humankind, not humankind [made] for the Sabbath” (Mark 2:27 and 

par.).  Thus, Jesus takes the stand that “the day of rest” was designed 

by God as a blessing to relieve exhaustion from the six days of work.  In 

Gen. 1, God shows himself as resting following the exertions of the six 

days of creation.  Thus, according to this, God learned from his own 

experience how a day of rest could be beneficial.  Hence, according 

to Jesus, every Jew was invited to rid themselves of a wooden 

conformity with Sabbath regulations especially when the welfare of 
suffering individuals was at stake. 
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How Jesus impacts events today 

  This has a bearing on our topic of 

homosexuality.  How is it that Evangelical 

Fundamentalists are so quick to gather up texts 

condemning homosexual sex when they so 

easily dispense themselves from the Law of 

Moses that condemns anyone failing to keep 

the Sabbath rest with death by stoning (Exod. 

31:14, 35:3; Deut. 5:13; Neh. 13:15-21)?  Or, to 

take up again the argument of Matthew Vines: How can Evangelical 

Fundamentalists be so certain that God wants to extend to 

heterosexuals companionship and sexual intimacy when he said, “It is 

not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper fit for 

him” (Gen. 2:18) and, then, to turn around and say to the homosexual, 

“None of this applies to you.  God blocks his ears to your cries of 

loneliness and he makes no provision for any sexual intimacy to 

gladden your lives”?  And if Jesus acted outside of the letter of the 

Mosaic Law when he was moved by compassion for the man with the 

withered arm and compassion for his disciples stricken by hunger, 

would not this same Jesus rush to act outside of the Christian Code of 

Ethics today in order to bring a speedy relief to those gays and 

lesbians pleading to have some small recognition of the legitimacy of 

their love and their desire for marriage?  And should not the churches 

be the first (rather than the last) to recognize that God created the 

blessings of marriage for both the heterosexual and the homosexual 
alike?   

Last of all, we need to note that confronting fundamentalists is 

a dangerous affair.  The Jewish fundamentalists take their complaints 

to the court of Herod, King of Galilee.  According to the Synoptic 

Gospels, Herod had John the Baptist arrested on trumped-up charges.  

Because of his indiscretion on his birthday, Hared gets trapped into 

killing him even though “Herod feared John, knowing that he was a 

righteous and holy man, and he protected him” (Mark 6:20 and par.).  
Jesus could well be next on the list...    

Many other texts in the Gospels demonstrate how Jesus even 

challenged certain bad habits on the part of his own disciples.  
Consider this: 

An argument arose among them [the 12 disciples] as to which one of them 

was the greatest.  But Jesus, aware of their inner thoughts, took a little child 

and put it by his side, and said to them, "Whoever welcomes this child in my 

name welcomes me, and whoever welcomes me welcomes the one who sent 

me; for the least among all of you is the greatest." 

One can think here of how the churches argue among themselves as 

to which denomination is the greatest or which is the closest to God’s 

heart.  One can think here also of how Catholic fundamentalists 

dispute with each other as to what sexual ethics is most pleasing to 



119 

God.  And these same Catholics secretly pray in their hearts: “Thank 

you God for not creating me as a homosexual.”  In response, Jesus 

points to welcoming the insignificant ones.  Might the most 

insignificant ones today be gays and lesbians and might not the 

churches today compete with each other in welcoming such as these 

into their midst.  And might it not be the case that, in God’s eyes, the 

least (the outcast, the homosexual) is secretly “the greatest” but we 
have, as yet, failed to realize this.   

An apocalyptic vision 

Thus, in the near future, even Archbishop Schnurr will have 

weekly open houses at his million-dollar home so that he can 

encourage, support, and feed the members of DignityUSA.  He will, on 

that day, greet everyone with tears in his eyes saying, “God has shown 
me that I should not call anyone profane or unclean,” (Acts 10:28). 

Then, shortly thereafter, even the elders in the Mormon 

Tabernacle of Salt Lake City will gather all of the same-sex couples in 

their holy city and, putting aside all their refinery, they will begin 

washing their feet as did Pope Francis when he visited Rebibbia Prison 

in a seedy part of Rome.  They will say to each one, “We have sinned 

against you and against God by shunning your precious children.  We 

are no longer worthy to be trusted as your spiritual guides.  It is you 
that must now guide us into God’s future.” 

Then, even the elders of the Evangelical Presbyterian Church in 

Kirkwood, Missouri, will invite Matthew Vines and his entire family to 

take the best places in their church.  Then they too will confess, one by 

one, how they have been “blind guides of the blind” (Matt. 15:14) and 

that, due to the hardness of their hearts, they have caused incalculable 
and needless suffering for Vines and for his family... 

And all you lesbians and gays out there and all those who 

have been systematically spurned and spat upon by the so-called 

followers of Jesus, do not lose heart.  All of these things will come to 
pass.   

And when Jesus calls you to get out of the boat and walk with 

him upon the stormy waters, do not lose faith as did Peter.  And even if 

you find yourself sinking down into the suffocating murky waters of 

depression and despair, get ready to be pulled up, gasping for air, to 

the surface by the one who calls to you, "Take heart, it is I; do not be 
afraid” (Matt. 14:27). 

 

Fraternally, 

Aaron, your Brother 

 



120 



121 

 

 

5 Things to Know About LGBTQ Issues 

1. There are roughly 10 million LGBTQ adults in the U.S., or roughly 

4.1 percent of the population. 

2. Sixteen percent of same-sex couples are raising children 

according to the U.S. Census Bureau's 2011 Current Population 

Survey. 

3. There is no federal law that consistently protects LGBTQ 

individuals from employment discrimination; there are no state 

laws in 28 states that explicitly prohibit discrimination based on 

sexual orientation, and in 30 states that do so based on gender 

identity. 

4. More than 50 anti-LGBTQ bills have been filed in 19 state 

legislatures in the 2017 state legislative session. 
5. Marriage equality became a law in June 2015 after the 

Supreme Court of the United States found bans on same-sex 

marriage to be unconstitutional and declared that the right to 
marriage is a fundamental right for all.188 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Where you might want to go next 

1. Jesus on Sex and Marriage and Finding the Heart of God 
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=224 

2. How Paul VI Subverted Vatican II on Indulgences, Priestly 

Celibacy, and Contraceptives 
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=24 

3. The Absurd Invention of Abortion as Murder “from the First 

Moment of Conception” 
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=240 

4. Eve as the Pioneer of Adam’s Salvation: Reexaming Eve’s 

Courageous Wisdom in Genesis 
https://payhip.com/b/FRny 

5. Kevin Kukla’s Klaptrap: Catholic Teaching on Sexuality Gone 

Beserk 
https://payhip.com/b/jnsw 

http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=224
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=24
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=24
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=240
http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=240
https://payhip.com/b/FRny
https://payhip.com/b/FRny
https://payhip.com/b/jnsw
https://payhip.com/b/jnsw
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Appendix 1: “Always our Children” 

Introduction: On October 1, 1997, the U.S. Catholic Bishops' 

Committee on Marriage and Family Life released Always Our Children, 

and at that time DignityUSA189 stated that we "welcome the pastoral 

letter. . . .  It is a positive step and we commend the bishops for their 

improved sensitivity to the issues which confront parents and their 

lesbian and gay children."  Nine months later, however, the bishops 

revised their document under pressure from conservative bishops and 
the CDF.  DignityUSA, accordingly expressed its alarm: 

"Today [01 July 1998] our hope has been replaced with 

concern and fear that the pastoral sensitivity that once marked 

Always Our Children may have been replaced with a dogmatic, 

legalistic approach in the Church's ministry to homosexual persons," 

said Charles L. Cox, DignityUSA Executive Director. Cox also said, "The 

original version of Always Our Children was not perfect, and the latest 

revision makes it even more imperfect. Each of the changes 
represents a capitulation to the conservative voices in the Church."190  

Even given some unfortunate limitations, Always Our Children 

represents a clear voice in favor of discerning the ways and means 

whereby parents can retain their protectiveness, pride, and never-

ending love for those children who identify themselves as 
homosexuals.  Here is a key excerpt: 

 

Parental Protectiveness and Pride 

Homosexual persons often experience discrimination and acts of violence in 

our society.  As a parent, you naturally want to shield your children from harm, 

regardless of their age.  You may still insist: "You are always my child; nothing 

can ever change that.  You are also a child of God, gifted and called for a 

purpose in God's design." 

 

There are two important things to keep in mind as you try to sort out your 

feelings.  First, listen to them.  They can contain clues that lead to a fuller 

discovery of God's will for you.  Second, because some feelings can be 

confusing or conflicting, it is not necessary to act upon all of them.  

Acknowledging them may be sufficient, but it may also be necessary to talk 

about your feelings.  Do not expect that all tensions can or will be resolved.  

The Christian life is a journey marked by perseverance and prayer.  It is a path 

leading from where we are to where we know God is calling us.  

Accepting Your Child 

How can you best express your love—itself a reflection of God's unconditional 

love—for your child?  At least two things are necessary. 
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First, don't break off contact; don't reject your child.  A shocking number of 

homosexual youth end up on the streets because of rejection by their families.  

This, and other external pressures, can place young people at a greater risk for 

self-destructive behaviors like substance abuse and suicide. 

 

Your child may need you and the family now more than ever.  He or she is still 

the same person.  This child, who has always been God's gift to you, may now 

be the cause of another gift: your family becoming more honest, respectful, 

and supportive.  Yes, your love can be tested by this reality, but it can also 

grow stronger through your struggle to respond lovingly. 

 

The second way to communicate love is to seek appropriate help for your 

child and for yourself.  If your son or daughter is an adolescent, it is possible 

that he or she may be displaying traits which cause you anxiety such as what 

the child is choosing to read or view in the media, intense friendships, and 

other such observable characteristics and tendencies.  What is called for on 

the part of parents is an approach which does not presume that your child has 

developed a homosexual orientation, and which will help you maintain a 

loving relationship while you provide support, information, encouragement, 

and moral guidance.  Parents must always be vigilant about their children's 

behavior and exercise responsible interventions when necessary. . . . 

All in all, it is essential to recall one basic truth.  God loves every person as a 

unique individual.  Sexual identity helps to define the unique persons we are, 

and one component of our sexual identity is sexual orientation.  Thus, our total 

personhood is more encompassing than sexual orientation.  Human beings see 

the appearance, but the Lord looks into the heart (cf. 1 Sam 16:7). 

 

God does not love someone any less simply because he or she is homosexual.  

God's love is always and everywhere offered to those who are open to 

receiving it.  St. Paul's words offer great hope: 

For I am convinced that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, 

nor present things, nor future things, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any 

other creature will be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus 

our Lord.  (Rom. 8:38-39)191 

The teaching of the church makes it clear that the fundamental human rights 

of homosexual persons must be defended and that all of us must strive to 

eliminate any form of injustice, oppression, or violence against them.  It is not 

sufficient only to avoid unjust discrimination....  Nothing in the Bible or in 

Catholic teaching can be used to justify prejudicial or discriminatory attitudes 

and behaviors.   

Always Our Children: A Pastoral Message to Parents of Homosexual Children 

and Suggestions for Pastoral Ministers, NCCB Committee on Marriage and 

Family, Third Printing, Revised, June 1998.  Full text of the latest version = 

http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-

dignity/homosexuality/always-our-children.cfm 
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Appendix 2: Reflections of  

Bishop Tom Gumbleton 

 

  Q1: Can you share your story with us? 

I think I am probably typical of many people in my 

generation, and within the Catholic Church maybe 

especially, who without knowing it, developed a kind of 

homophobia. A very deep homophobia. And it comes 

from the way I was raised--in a Catholic family that did not 

speak much about sex and in an elementary school 

system where there wasn't sex education and no one 

really explained much to you. And you just grew up sort of 

discovering things by yourself.  

Then in high school, I went into seminary in the 9th grade. 

And the system then was all male. The main thing I remember about 

relationships was the talks that we were given about never having a particular 

friendship--which meant we could not be on a very intimate level with any 

other individual person. All your friendships had to be very widespread, and be 

part of a group all the time. And during those years I really didn't know much 

about homosexuality at all. Except this talk about particular friendship made 

me realize that there was some concern about being too friendly with one 

other person who would be a male. Even though I didn't know it at the time, 

obviously they were giving us these talks because they wanted to make sure 

that there was no homosexuality or homosexual relationships being developed 

in the seminary.  

And so the whole idea of homosexuality very early on became a very 

negative thing.192 And a very, well, evil thing. And when I learned moral 

theology in my major seminary, I only learned about homosexuality as activity. 

Nobody made a distinction between homosexual orientation and homosexual 

activity. And so I never thought of it except in terms of homosexual activity. 

And that was condemned. Wrong. And so I didn't have an understanding as a 

priest and a confessor, people coming to me to confess their sins, if they 

confessed such a sin I had no idea of how I might help them in any way. 

Because I felt with a deep conviction, that this was a simple choice, and like 

any other choice, we can choose this or choose that. And so there should be 

no big problem. And I would talk that way, which was not helpful to somebody 

who's coming out of the situation where their whole human person is moved, in 

regard to relationships and affective relationships, toward people of the same 

sex.  

And so I went along with that kind of understanding, and I guess lack of 

understanding of homosexuality. Until suddenly in my own family I was 

confronted when my brother wrote a letter to my siblings and me and my 

mother coming out--saying he is gay and had been all his life--had struggled 

against it in various ways as many homosexual people do. Because first of all, 

you're taught it's wrong. And so you somehow feel it's wrong. And you're trying 
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to do the right thing. So you're trying not to be who you are.  

And so he had gone so far as entering the seminary at one point, which is sort 

of a safe place for a homosexual actually because you do have male 

relationships, even though you could be committed to celibacy. So you're in 

more of a friendly environment. And you've a very respected role. And 

nobody questions why you're not married if you're a priest.  

But then quickly he discovered that that was not where he should be, and so 

he left. But then he married. Again, in an attempt to say "No, I'm not gay." And 

he was married for fifteen years or so and had four children. But could never 

shake who he was because you can't--it's something that is part of your 

person.  

So when he came out, I suddenly had to deal with this in a way I never had 

before because it was on a very personal level. Do I reject my brother? Do I 

despise him because he's evil? And so on. So the first thing I had to do was 

deal with my own homophobia. Because I did have very negative reactions 

when he ...wrote this letter. In fact, I say with some embarrassment and shame 

almost--I didn't even read the whole letter. I knew what was coming because 

my sister already received it and kind of warned me. So when I received it, I 

just kind of threw it aside.  

And in a very selfish way I guess it was partly--here I am a bishop, and I have a 

brother who's openly gay. What's that going to do, or what are people going 

to think about me? I mean somehow, when someone in a family comes out, 

the whole family's out. And so I'm involved in this. And I felt it would be an 

embarrassment to have to admit that I have a sibling who's gay. So I'm going 

through all this kind of turmoil within myself trying to deal with it. I didn't want to 

reject my brother and yet I somehow had this feeling I needed to. I mean, how 

could I be a Roman Catholic bishop, have a gay brother, and say that's OK? 

And so, I had to rethink a lot and re-examine why do I have such a negative 

reaction.  

I began to look into my life and discover how I had been sort of formed in this 

way to be negative to homosexuals. And I began to understand that better 

and to understand much more about orientation. And since I was studying in 

the seminary, there is a lot of development in moral theology about orientation 

as opposed to activity, and so forth. And I know that in my own family my 

siblings and my mother were disturbed by this, but we never talked about it 

really. Which is not very good but it is typical...I think other families might do the 

same thing. Some things you just don't talk about.  

But it was very troubling to my mother. Although I should have been much 

more sensitive to this. But I was still dealing with it too much myself to be able to 

feel like I could help her very much. Until finally, one night. She was in her 

middle eighties at the time and I'm sure that she was thinking about her own 

death and her main concern was that there were nine children in my family 

that she had raised. And she was concerned...by the time she died, she 

wanted to feel that we were all OK and in our right path. 

And so one night when I was visiting she followed me to the door and we were 

talking. We stood there and talked for a few minutes and what she said was 

very direct. She said, "Is Dan going to Hell?" I knew I had to answer. And I 

wanted to answer honestly and to help her.  

And so I did say immediately, " No, Dan's not going to Hell." And I could assure 

her that with great confidence because by that time I had thought it through 

and I realized that this is the way Dan is. And God knew this from the beginning 
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of Dan's life. And God doesn't condemn Dan for being a homosexual. And so 

he's not going to Hell because of who he is. This is the way he is and God 

made him the way he is and in the providence of God, that's Dan's life. And so 

I was able to say that to her and it was very reassuring--the fact that I was a 

priest and a bishop, and I've helped over the years. My brother was killed and 

my dad died. You know, in a sense I was ministering, and within my own family.  

And so this was very important to her how I felt about it. More important than 

any of my other siblings I'm sure. And so I was glad I could say that with 

conviction and with confidence. And with a calmness on my own part. And so 

it made it very good for her. And I'm sure she was able, a couple years later, to 

die in peace. Because that problem was settled.  

 

Q2. Can you talk about the Church's position on homosexual orientation vs. 

homosexual activity and the distinction it makes? 

The Catholic bishops of the United States have written a pastoral letter called 

"Always Our Children". It's an attempt on the part of the bishops to reach out 

with some sort of understanding and reassurance--to the parents especially--

where there's a gay or lesbian person. And to assure them that these children 

of theirs are loved by God. Not to be condemned. Not to be rejected. But to 

be fully accepted as who they are. And that's a very important step on the 

part of the Church and the Catholic bishops of the United States to do this. 

And it has been very helpful to many parents.  

Now, a few parents of homosexual persons reacted by saying 'don't tell me to 

love my child, I'm a parent, I'm going to love my child regardless of what the 

bishop said.' And yet the Church has been so strong in its condemnation of 

homosexuality--and never making any distinction between orientation and 

activity. So that many parents when it happened, were totally confused and 

thought they did have to reject their child. And [these same parents] thought 

that their child couldn't be loved by God. Even as many homosexual persons 

had internalized that same conviction: I can't be loved by God, there's 

something wrong with me, I must be despised by God and rejected. And they 

lead to a very self-destructive spirit where they begin to reject themselves, and 

so on. It's something that demands a tremendous change in people's thinking--

the homosexual person, the family, the parents especially.  

So the fact that the Catholic bishops of the United States were able to say this 

was important. In that, we follow the teaching of the Church. And I voted for 

the letter and I certainly follow it very carefully.  

And we point out that the Catholic teaching is that homosexual activity is 

wrong. Now there's homosexual orientation--it's not wrong to be a homosexual. 

And you can fully love yourself, accept yourself, and so on. But Catholic 

teaching says activity is wrong.  

Now most homosexual people--who knows how many the percent is--but a 

very high percentage of homosexual people find that contradictory and very 

difficult to accept. And probably most can't accept it--that I have the 

orientation but that somehow I can never act on this orientation. That my life is 

going to be deprived of any kind of sexual intimacy at any point in my life, I just 

can't have it.  

Now, what do such persons do? I say to them that you must do what any 

human person must do. You must keep struggling to find a way to integrate 

your sexuality in a healthy and spiritually good way into your life.  And I say that 

as a celibate person. I have to learn--and this doesn't happen when you first 
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make the promise of celibacy when you're ordained--how you can still be a 

sexual person and enter into friendships and deep friendships and still maintain 

celibacy. You have to learn how to integrate who you are as a sexual person 

into your whole life. It has to be a healthy integration and there are some 

unhealthy ways to be celibate.  That is you can repress your sexuality. But then 

of course you act out in various ways that are not healthy, when you repress a 

very important part of your whole person. And so you have to learn how to 

integrate sexuality into your life, maintain your commitment to celibacy, and 

yet grow in a psychologically and spiritually healthy way.  

Well, the same is true of homosexual persons.193  Over the years of their life they 

have to struggle with this. And I tell them you have to take into account what 

the scripture say. You have to take into account what Catholic teaching is. 

You have to take into account your own discernment of God's will for you. You 

have to take into account your consultation with mentors or spiritual guides. 

And then you have to struggle to find a way that you as a person grow into a 

fullness of personhood, and you integrate your sexuality into your life. And 

going along with that is the teaching of the Church, which is very traditional. 

That is what we call primacy of conscience--beyond anything else, I must 

respond to God for what I do, what choices I make. And within your struggle, 

when you make certain choices that you do it in as careful a way as possible 

and you're doing this out of your own deep conscience convictions. You're not 

condemned by God, you can't be, if you really follow your conscience. And 

it's an informed conscience, based on what you discern from scripture, based 

on what you discern from Catholic teaching, what you discern from your own 

prayer life, and what you discern from spiritual directors and so on.  

And you keep on trying to grow into the most complete and healthy person 

you can be. And I feel that I can't tell somebody else what is the best way for 

him or her to act. They have to learn for themselves, and integrate that into 

their life. And if they're following their conscience in a very sincere and 

authentic way, they are not condemned by God.  

 

Q3. Do you feel comfortable with the Church's teachings on homosexuality? 

The Church, over the centuries, has tried to teach about sexuality in single life, 

married life, homosexual life, and our teaching has evolved. And that's true of 

almost any moral teaching within the Church. As we get new insights, new 

understanding, the teaching evolves. Teachings on slavery. 100 years ago in 

this country Catholic bishops accepted slavery--said it was perfectly justified. 

You would find no person in the Church saying that today.  

Look what's happening with capital punishment. A few years ago the Catholic 

Church had no hesitation about supporting capital punishment without any 

kind of limitations at all. Now the Pope has come to the United States and said 

that 'No, there's no way to justify capital punishment in the world in which we 

live.' 

And so we have a different understanding of the world in which we live, and 

so our teaching adjusts to that understanding. In married life, the Catholic 

Church at one time taught married people that you could not engage in 

sexual intercourse and not commit sin because you would experience 

pleasure. Now people would be astounded at that. And yet that's what we 

taught. Now there's a much deeper understanding of the importance of 

intimacy and sexual intimacy within marriage as a way to strengthen and build 

the bond between two people. And that the sexual relationship is a very 

important part of the whole married relationship. Nothing wrong with it. Not 

any way you can be in a sense tainted with sin. And so we have a deeper 
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understanding of that. . . . And I don't think we've come to as clear and final 

understanding of homosexuality. Even from a psychological or a scientific 

point  

 

Q4. So, personally, what is your degree of comfort with the Church's teachings? 

Some discomfort is present I think for me in the Church's teaching about 

homosexuality. That comes from something I heard a parent say--a father 

whose son began to realize he's homosexual. And the father says, 'how can I 

say to my son, you're disordered?'-- which is the words that were used in the 

Papal document.  

I say to myself--if I were a father I couldn't say to my son or my daughter, 

'you're disordered, intrinsically disordered.' That's a terrible thing to say about 

your child.194 And I just can't believe it's true. That a person would be so 

essentially disordered, in this way.  

So I just think those are cruel words and unjustified words and I would never 

expect a parent to say that to his or her child.  

Q5. The Church's rigidity on issues such as homosexuality--how should we view 

this in the context of the Church's history over the centuries?  

Over the centuries, the Church has struggled to discern the truth and to teach 

the truth as revealed to us by God and especially through Jesus. And there 

have been various times where the institutional Church and its leadership have 

felt that they have the whole answer. And so there have been periods of 

repression within the Church of thought and development of thought, and so 

on.  

And so I don't think that any one papacy can be identified as a papacy 

where this is the only time that this has ever happened. From the beginning of 

this century up until Vatican II which took place in 1962, there were many 

theologians who were silenced and forbidden to speak and publish and 

condemned even. Yet those very theologians became suddenly the experts 

at Vatican Council II and the things that had been condemned were now 

affirmed.  

And so, to me, that shows again that it's wrong for the Church, officially in any 

way, to try to stop the development of thought, the development of ideas, the 

evolution of understanding about various issues. Because, at some point we 

discover the ones that were silenced were actually saying the truth.195 

 



130 

 
 



131 

 

 

 

Appendix 3: A Catholic Defense  

of Same- Sex Marriages 

By Professor Daniel C. Maguire 
Professor Emeritus of Moral Theology at Marquette University 

 

  The Catholic Church is beginning to 

rediscover what it once knew; 

namely, that not all persons are 

heterosexual, that many people are 

homosexual, and that this is just fine. 

In the past, the Church accepted 

homosexuality more openly and 

even had liturgies to celebrate same 

sex unions.1 There was recognition 

that different sexual orientations are 

clearly part of God's plan for 

creation--some people are 

heterosexual and some are 

homosexual--this is the way God 

made us and we have no right to 

criticize God. 

 

Wherever the human race is found we find persons of differing sexual 

orientations. (We find the same thing in God's animal kingdom.) 

Human history shows that some humans have same-sex attractions 

and unions and others have opposite-sex attractions and unions. The 

desire to bond lovingly and sexually with persons of the same sex or of 

the opposite sex is a fact of life, a fact of God's creation, and we have 

no right to call it unholy. As the Acts of the Apostles says in the Bible, 

we have no right to declare unclean anything that God has made 

(Acts of the Apostles 10:15). To do so, in fact, is a sin.  

Obviously not all Catholics have heard this message.  

Prejudice against homosexual persons is common. Theologians call this 

the sin of heterosexism, a sin like racism, anti-Semitism, and sexism. 

These are sins that condemn people for being what they are, not for 

what these people do. These sins of prejudice are cruel sins that 

http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#1
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condemn people no matter how good these people are. If people 

are not white or are not male or are not heterosexual, they are 

condemned, even if they are saints. This is what racism, sexism, and 

heterosexism do. If homosexual persons live out their reality and enter 

into beautiful, same-sex relationships full of love and commitment and 

fidelity, we condemn them. Even if their unions are more successful, 

more lasting, more exemplary than some heterosexual unions, we still 

condemn them. Surely that is unjust. 

Years ago, the Catholic theologian Father Andre Guindon wrote: 

"Christian communities should begin to receive homosexuals in their 

midst as full-fledged brothers and sisters and as those to whom God 

also offers his love."2 Catholic theologian Mary Hunt asks: "What could 

possibly be wrong with loving, mutual, safe, consensual, community-

building sexual relationships between committed male or female 

partners?"3  

But, are same-sex unions really marriages? 

All the religions of the world give marriage a very high place. Marriage 

can be defined as the unique and special form of committed 

friendship between sexually attracted persons. This definition does not 

say that the persons have to be heterosexually attracted. Persons 

attracted to a person of their same sex can still be married. Marriage is 

a supreme human good involving exclusive, committed, enduring, 

generous, and faithful love, and this kind of love is not something that 

only heterosexuals can achieve.  

Friendship and love and commitment are human virtues and gay and 

lesbian persons are human and fully capable of a healthy human 

committed love in marriage. We have no moral right to declare 

marriage off limits to persons whom God has made gay. We have no 

right to say that marriage, with all of its advantages and beauty is a 

reward for being heterosexual. 

[Trouble here: Women only have six sacraments.]  Dr. Hunt also points 

out how unfair it would be to say that heterosexual Catholics have 

seven sacraments but homosexual Catholics only have six if marriage 

is denied them. Who could imagine God creating people who are 

gay and then denying them the right to express their sincere and 

honest love in the holy sacrament of matrimony! 

But what of the objections to same-sex unions? 

http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#2
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St. Thomas Aquinas always said that it is important to know the 

objections to any teaching that you accept. When you face those 

objections you can come to know your own position better. 

OBJECTIONS 

Objection #1 The Bible says all homosexual activity is evil and sinful. 

First of all, this is true. There are objections to same-sex unions in the 

Bible. However, many things in the Bible simply describe how people 

lived when the Bible was written. Not everything that the Bible tells us is 

something we could or should do today. For example, the Bible 

(Leviticus 25:44-46) tells us that we may buy and own foreigners [“you 

must not rule over your fellow Israelites ruthlessly”] as slaves and "use 

them permanently" and will them to our children when we die! In the 

past, people who did not know how to interpret the Bible used these 

texts to justify slavery in Latin America and in North America. They did 

not know that sometimes the Bible is telling you what people used to 

do because of the hardness of their hearts.  In no way was this to be 

equated with God’s prescription of what people should do today.  

Sometimes the Bible gives bad examples of how terrible people can 

be. The Bible treated slavery as a fact of life and talks about "a man 

who sells his daughter into slavery" (Exodus 21:7). Surely we would not 

want to do that today!  

The Bible also forbids eating shell fish (Leviticus 11:9-10) but we do not 

feel we should obey that today. 

The Bible also says that wives should obey their husbands as if their 

husbands were God (Ephesians 5:22-24) and that wives should be 

"subjects to their husbands in everything." This made women slaves to 

their husbands and for a long time people justified male control of 

women by using these Bible texts. The Church then learned that these 

texts described the way life was lived at that time but did not 

prescribe that we should live that way. They found better ideals in the 

same Bible and used them to correct these texts. Thus interpreters of 

the Bible went to Galatians 3:28 and there found the liberating ideal 

that "all persons [male and female] are one person in Christ Jesus," 

and that therefore no hostile divisions should be made between male 

and female, with neither one dominating the other. 

When we come to the biblical texts on homosexuality we see right 

away that we could never treat them as rules for our day. The book of 

Leviticus says that anyone who has sex with someone of the same sex 
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"shall be put to death: their blood shall be on their own heads"(20:13). 

St. Paul in the Epistle to the Romans condemns homosexual 

relationships and lists persons who do such things among those who 

"deserve to die" (1:26-32). [In each of these instances, St. Paul assumed 

that his audience was entirely heterosexual in their orientation.  As 

such, it would have been “unnatural” and “evil” for such persons to 

engage in homosexual sex.]  

The Catholic Church today condemns capital punishment and even 

conservative Catholics and other Christians who condemn all 

homosexual relationships do not call for the death penalty for gays 

and lesbians.  [This demonstrates that, outside of general prescriptions 

like “love your neighbor as yourself,” none of the specialized moral 

codes in the bible can be immediately and recklessly imposed as 

God’s law for contemporary cultures.  As long as human beings are 

culturally diverse, even God has to take into account of the 

differences that function within modern societies.] 

Obviously, there are many moral questions that are not answered in 

the Bible. Homosexuality is one of them. What Catholic and other 

Christian and Jewish scholars do is to take the main principles of 

justice, compassion, respect and love for persons as God created 

(both heterosexuals and homosexuals are created in God's image) 

and apply these principles to today's moral issues such as 

homosexuality and same-sex marriage. That is why Catholic and other 

Christian and Jewish theologians defend same-sex marriages today. 

They say that denying all homosexual persons the [God-given] 

expression of their [natural] sexual orientation is unjust and sinful.   

Do all Catholics and other Christians agree on same-sex marriage? 

No. Just as some Christians see all war as immoral and become 

pacifists, some others insist that there can be a "just war." Christians, 

including Catholics, have learned to live with these differences and to 

respect one another and live together in harmony anyhow. Catholics 

are now largely ready to practice this same tolerance regarding 

homosexuality. 

Objection #2: The Catholic hierarchy condemns all homosexual sex. 

That is true. When Cardinal Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI, was 

head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith he issued a 

teaching that said: "Respect for homosexual persons cannot lead in 

any way to approval of homosexual behavior or to legal recognition 

of homosexual unions."5 Undoubtedly that is still the position of the 

retired pope [Benedict XVI].  

http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#5
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The question is how Catholics should evaluate what Cardinal Ratzinger 

imposed upon the Catholic bishops during the 80s.  I say “imposed” 

here because Ratzinger never had the intention of formally consulting 

with the bishops and priests on this matter.  Nor did he bring together 

a diverse body of experts to openly discuss these complex issues as 

did John XXIII when he brought together experts to reexamine our 

relationship with Jews and Judaism just prior to Vatican II.  Can we not 

say, therefore, that Cardinal Ratzinger imposed his own solution on the 

Church at a time when same-sex marriages were mostly hidden and 

shrouded in shame and, as a consequence, poorly understood?   

The Church consists of more than the pope and the bishops. In 

Catholicism there are three sources of truth, (or three "magisteria"): the 

hierarchy, the theologians, and the wisdom and experience of the 

laity (called in Latin sensus fidelium). In Catholic history, each of these 

sources of truth has at times been right and each of them has at times 

been wrong. So, for example, for many centuries the bishops, popes, 

and theologians taught that it was a mortal sin to take any interest on 

a loan, even one half of one percent interest. After a while, the laity, 

through their own experience with lending money, decided that a 

little interest was reasonable and fair to compensate the lender. Too 

much interest was wrong but a little interest as payment for the use of 

your money was reasonable and moral. In other words, the laity 

disagreed with the hierarchy and the theologians, and the laity was 

right. A hundred years after the laity made a decision on interest and 

acted on it, some theologians said they agreed; a hundred years 

later, the Vatican also decided that the laity was right. The Vatican 

even went on to open a bank and charge interest. 

At other times in history, the hierarchy and theologians taught that 

hatred of Jews was not a sin [since God himself had rejected his 

covenant with Israel because of the crime of having killed Jesus]. 

Obviously we now know that they were wrong and they eventually 

were corrected. Vatican II, in its document Nostra Aetate, 

overwhelmingly challenged the ugly portraits of Jews and Judaism 

that had guided bishops and saints for hundreds of years.  In its place, 

the bishops endorsed the notion that our loving God has never 

abrogated his covenant with his beloved, chosen people, the Jews. 

Something like this is now going on regarding homosexuality. Many 

Catholic theologians agree now with Protestant and Jewish 

theologians that same-sex unions can be moral, healthy, and holy.6  

Many Catholic people are living in same sex unions and adopting 

children and still practicing their Catholic faith. Many priests realize this 

and welcome these couples to Communion at Mass and even have 

private liturgical celebrations of their unions. Bishop Walter Sullivan of 

http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#6
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Richmond, Virginia, even wrote a welcoming introduction to a book of 

essays by various Catholic theologians, some of whom defended the 

right of sacramental marriage for same sex couples.7 

Obviously, then, Catholic teaching is in transition on this subject and, 

as a consequence, Catholics are free to openly discuss these issues 

and to let their consciences decide either for or against same-sex 

marriages. At this time, both views are at home in the Catholic world 

and neither one of them can be called more orthodox or more 

Catholic than the other.   

Is the former pope [Benedict XVI] then wrong? I would join many other 

Catholic theologians in saying that he is definitely wrong and that he 

will be corrected someday by one of his successors and by the voice 

of the faithful just as previous popes who permitted slavery or who 

promoted hatred of Jews were corrected. This is the way of the 

Church. After all, Pope Benedict also teaches that a spouse whose 

partner is HIV positive is still not permitted to use a condom for 

protection. This is obviously wrong and some bishops have even come 

out and said so. Almost all Catholic theologians admit that Pope 

Benedict was sadly wrong-headed and misinformed on this point.    

A clear distinction must to be made between "Vatican theology" and 

"Catholic theology." As in the above example, Vatican theology says 

a spouse cannot use condoms for protection from an HIV positive 

partner! Catholic theology, including the theologians and the sensus 

fidelium, the wisdom of the laity, parts company with this ungodly and 

damaging view. 

In an old Catholic teaching called Probabilism we find the answer for 

today’s uncertain Catholics. When there is a debate on a moral issue 

(in this case same-sex unions), where there are good reasons and 

good authorities on both sides of the debate, Catholics are free to 

make up their own minds.8  

 

This means that Catholic same-sex couples are perfectly free to 

practice their Catholic faith, receive the sacraments, and never doubt 

that God blesses their committed love and that their sexual bonding is 

entirely what God had in mind for them.   

The view that gays and lesbians must be condemned to involuntary 

celibacy for their entire lives is as cruel as it is absurd. Jesus said of 

celibacy: "Let those accept it who can" (Matthew 19:12). Voluntary 

celibacy for a good cause is something some can do but it is seen as 

a special talent, a special gift that not all have. The Vatican Council II 

called it "a precious gift of divine grace which the Father gives to 
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some persons," but not to all.9   Abstaining from all sexual activity is 

seen by the Council as something "unique."10  You cannot demand 

from all gays and lesbians that which is "unique." 

St. Paul recognizes the same thing when he says "it is better to marry 

than to burn" (1 Corinthians 7:12). What kind of gospel "good news" 

would it be to tell all gays and lesbians that their only choice is to 

burn? 

Objection # 3: Homosexuality is a mental illness. 

Some psychiatrists in the past did think homosexuality was an illness. 

That is no longer the case and it is an insult to homosexual people to 

keep repeating that old and outmoded theory. Studies of gay couples 

indicate that they tend "to appear as well adjusted as heterosexual 

couples, or occasionally, even more so."11 

Objection # 4: Children will be damaged unless they grow up in a 

home with a mother and a father. 

This is not true. Psychologist Charlotte Patterson, among many others, 

has done extensive research on children of lesbian and gay parents. 

Her conclusion is that this does not present problems and does not 

lead to any higher rates of homosexual children.12  [Nor can it be 

demonstrated that gay teachers, gay priests, or gay playmates 

invariably turn heterosexual children into gays and lesbians.]  

Theologian Mary Hunt writes: "Many lesbian and gay families have 

adopted children, welcoming them with love and affection, reasoning 

that a child's life with one parent or two parents of the same sex is far 

better than languishing in an institution or, worse, dying from 

neglect."13 

Objection #5: Homosexuality is unnatural because it is never found in 

animals. 

This is untrue. In his extensive study, Biological Exuberance: Animal 

Homosexuality and National Diversity, biologist Bruce Bagemihl shows 

that homosexuality is part of our evolutionary heritage as primates. He 

reports that more than 450 species regularly engage in a wide range 

of same-sex activities ranging from copulation to long-term 

bonding.14 

 

CONCLUSION 
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Homosexuality is not a sin. Heterosexism (prejudice against people 

who are homosexual) is a sin. It is a serious sin because it violates 

justice, truth, and love. It also distorts the true meaning of sex and thus 

harms everyone, including heterosexuals. 

It's what you do with your homosexuality or your heterosexuality that 

determines morality. Homosexuality like heterosexuality is morally 

neutral. As Catholic philosophers Daniel Dombrowski and Robert 

Deltete from the Jesuit Seattle University say "homosexual sexual 

relations [like heterosexual sexual relations] can be moral or they can 

be immoral."15  Moral theologian Christina Traina says that "the 

ultimate fruitfulness and durability of any union--heterosexual or 

homosexual--have everything to do with faith, friendship, generosity, 

community support, sexual and verbal affection and the hard work 

that goes into mutual formation of a working partnership."16 

Sexuality is a gift to be cherished. We have no right to condemn it or 

deny it to those whom God has made gay. As theologian Kelly Brown 

Douglas says, we have to create "a church and community where 

non-heterosexual persons are able to love themselves and those 

whom they choose to love without social, political or ecclesiastical 

penalty" so that they may savor their life together and enjoy sex--

loving the God who made them with a profound gratitude.17 
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Boswell writes that in the same sex ceremonies, we see the two persons of the same sex 
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http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#16
http://www.religiousconsultation.org/Catholic_defense_of_same_sex_marriage.htm#17
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Appendix 4: Surveys of Catholic  

Views on Homosexuality 

 

A 2007 Pew survey of the religious landscape in America found 

that among Catholics who had left the church, the child sexual abuse 

crisis ranked low on the list of reasons -- well behind church teachings 
on homosexuality, the role of women, abortion, and contraception. 

In 2003 fewer than 35% of American Catholics supported 

same-sex marriage.  However, a report by the Public Religion 

Research Institute on the situation in 2013 found that during that 

decade support for same-sex marriage has risen 22 percentage points 

among Catholics to 57%: 58% among white Catholics, 56% among 

Hispanic, with white Catholics more likely to offer "strong" support.  

Among Catholics who were regular churchgoers, 50% supported, 45% 
opposed.  

A 2011 report by the same organization found that 73% of 

American Catholics favored anti-discrimination laws, 63% supported 

the right of gay people to serve openly in the military, and 60% 

favored allowing same-sex couples to adopt children. The report also 

found Catholics to be more critical than other religious groups about 
how their church is handling the issue. 

In June 2015, data from Pew Research suggested that 66% of 

American Catholics think it is acceptable for children to be brought 

up by with gay parents. More generally, 70% thought it acceptable for 

a gay couple to cohabit. Less than half believed that homosexuality 

should be regarded as a sin (44% of Catholics compared to 62% of 

Protestants); and a majority would like the church to be more flexible 

toward those who are in same-sex relationships, including the right to 
have marriages recognized. 

In August 2015, a poll jointly commissioned by the Public 

Religion Research Institute and the Religion News Service was released 

suggesting that on issues such as LGBT rights there is "a widening 

ideological gulf between Catholic leadership and people in the 

pews", as well as a more progressive attitude among Catholics 

compared to the U.S. population more generally. 60% of Catholics 

favor allowing gay and lesbian couples to marry legally, compared to 

55% of Americans as a whole. Most Catholics (53%) said they did not 

believe same-sex marriage violated their religious beliefs. 76% of 

Catholics also said that they favored laws that would protect LGBT 

people from discrimination (alongside 70% of Americans overall). 

Finally, around 65% of Catholics oppose policies which permit business 

http://pewresearch.org/databank/dailynumber/?NumberID=980
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Same-sex_marriage_in_the_United_States
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_Religion_Research_Institute
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_Religion_Research_Institute
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owners the right to refuse service to customers who are LGBT by citing 

religious concerns (compared to 57% of Americans). 

(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality_and_Roman_Catholicis
m) 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality_and_Roman_Catholicism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homosexuality_and_Roman_Catholicism
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Reflections of   
Rev. Dr. Richard McCormick, SJ 

  By “coercive ecclesial atmosphere” 

I refer to a gathering of symptoms familiar to 

all.  Bishops are appointed by ideological 

conformity.  Theologians and bishops are 

disciplined [for nonconformity].  Obedience 

is demanded to all teachings.  Judicial 

processes fail the criteria of due process.  

Consultation is secret and highly selective, 

[and includes] only those qualifying who 
agree with a pretaken position...  

 

It was contended that the Church could not modify its teaching on 

birth regulation because that teaching had been proposed 

unanimously as certain by the bishops around the world with the pope 

over a long period of time.  To this point Cardinal Suenens replied: “We 

have heard arguments based on ‘what the bishops all taught for 

decades.’  Well, the bishops did defend the classical position.  But it 

was one imposed on them by authority.  The bishops didn’t study the 

pros and cons.  They received directives, they bowed to them, and 
they tried to explain them to their congregations.  

Coercive insistence on official formulations tells the laity in no 

uncertain terms that their experience and reflection make little 

difference.  This in spite of Vatican II‘s contrary assertion: “Let it be 

recognized that all of the faithful — clerical and lay — possess a lawful 

freedom of enquiry and of thought, and the freedom to express their 

minds humbly and courageously about those matters in which they 

enjoy competence” [Gaudium et Spes §62].  If such humble and 

courageous expression counts for nothing, we experience yet another 

wound to the authority of the ordinary magisterium.  The search for 
truth falls victim to ideology.196 
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Appendix 5: Catholic Church Leaders  

Who Made Positive Statements  

about Civil Unions and  

Same-Gender Marriages  

Compiled by Francis DeBernardo, New Ways Ministry 

Since the end of 2011, the Catholic Church has witnessed a 

growing trend of Catholic leaders speaking out in support of same-

gender relationships, civil unions, and marriage equality.  These 

leaders have included members of the hierarchy (pope, cardinals, 

archbishops, bishops), as well as church leaders in prominent positions 

(scholars, theologians, pastoral ministers, educators). 

Below is a running list of some of the cases we have identified 

when a church leader has spoken out positively in regard to same-

gender couples, legal protections, and marriage rights. 

The list is organized in chronological order.  Under each year, 

the list is divided into two sections: the first section identifies statements 

by members of the hierarchy; the second section identifies other 

church leaders. 

2011 Statements by Hierarchy 

December: Archbishop Vincent Nichols of Westminster, England, head of the 

Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales, supported the idea of civil unions, saying 

“We would want to emphasize that civil partnerships actually provide a structure in 

which people of the same sex who want a lifelong relationship [and] a lifelong 

partnership can find their place and protection and legal provision.” In a later 

explanation of his remarks, Nichols re-affirmed his support. 

Statements by non-hierarchical church Leader 

December:  In an essay for EurekaStreet.com, Father Frank Brennan, SJ, 

professor of law at the Public Policy Institute of Australian Catholic University, argued 

that Catholic members of Australia’s parliament should support civil unions for same-sex 

couples.  

2012  Statements by Hierarchy 

http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2011/12/02/bishops-of-england-and-wales-endorse-civil-partnerships/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2011/12/03/archbishop-nichols-explains-endorsement-of-civil-partnerships/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2011/12/09/catholic-support-for-civil-unions-hops-to-australia/
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January:  Bishop Paolo Urso of Ragusa, Italy affirms the idea of civil unions, 

saying “When two people, even if they’re the same sex, decide to live together, it’s 

important for the State to recognize this fact. But it must be called something different 

from marriage.” 

March:  During New Ways Ministry’s Seventh National Symposium in Baltimore, 

Maryland, Australia’s Bishop Geoffrey Robinson calls for a total re-examination of the 

church’s sexual ethics. 

March: Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini of Milan, Italy, stated in his book, Credere 

e Cognoscere (Faith and Understanding), that “I do not agree with the positions of 

those in the Church who takes issue with civil unions.” 

May:  Cardinal Rainer Maria Woelki  of Berlin, Germany, told a major Catholic 

conference “When two homosexuals take responsibility for one another, if they deal 

with each other in a faithful and long-term way, then you have to see it in the same way 

as heterosexual relationships.” 

December:  Bishop Giuseppe Fiorini Morosini of the Locri-Gerace diocese in 

Italy has written a letter to his parishes, stating “same-sex couples should have their civil 

rights recognized.” He also added: “However, same-sex couples are not families. We 

cannot give them the right to a regular marriage. . . .  A marriage is a union between a 

man and a woman, but every couple should have civil rights.”  

2013  Statements by Hierarchy 

January:  The French bishops’ conference Family and Society Committee issue 

a document entitled “Expand Marriage to Persons of the Same Sex?  Let’s Open the 

Debate!” in which they call for dialogue about same-sex relationships, offer respectful 

words for same-sex couples, and severely condemn homophobia. 

February:  In a document opposing a marriage equality bill in the United 

Kingdom, the Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales acknowledge: ‘We recognize 

that many same sex couples raise children in loving and caring homes…’ 

March: The New York Times reports that newly-elected Pope Francis supported 

civil unions when he was an archbishop in Argentina.197 

June: Two Belgian prelates support civil unions. Cardinal Godfried Daneels, 

retired archbishop of Brussells, was asked about civil unions in an interview and he 

responded: “About the fact that this should be legal, that it should be made legitimate 

through a law, about this the Church has nothing to say.”  He also said that supporting 

same-gender relationships showed “more nuanced thinking about the person in their 

totality rather than being fixated on the moral principle.”  Daneels’ statements were 

supported by his successor, Archbishop André-Joseph Léonard. 

Statements by non-hierarchical church leaders 

May:  Fr. Michael Fallon, an Australian priest calls for “public celebration of 

committed love for same-sex couples…. [The public should offer] not just recognition, 

but joy, public joy in their communion with each other, that’s the least we can offer 

people.” 

June: Franciscan Father Daniel Horan, who blogs at DatingGod.com, responds 

to U.S. Supreme Court’s decision to overturn the Defense of Marriage Act, stating: 

“Wednesday’s decisions, as best I can tell, affect no one for the worse. They do not 

threaten different-sex marriages. They do not ruin the foundations of our society. They 

http://www.upi.com/Top_News/World-News/2012/01/13/Bishop-Italy-should-recognize-gay-couples/UPI-51711326480234/#ixzz33DLwqBRF
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2012/03/17/bishop-governor-and-theologian-highlight-symposiums-second-day/
http://queeringthechurch.com/2012/03/29/cardinal-martini-on-gay-partnerships/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2012/05/20/cardinal-calls-for-equality-of-heterosexual-and-homosexual-relationships/
https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2012/12/20/italian-bishop-states-his-support-for-civil-unions-for-lesbian-and-gay-couples/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/01/30/excerpts-from-french-bishops-document-which-affirms-same-gender-relationships/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/02/05/marriage-equality-a-closer-reality-in-england-but-what-will-the-consequences-be/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/03/21/pope-francis-supported-civil-unions-while-archbishop/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/06/24/belgian-cardinal-and-archbishop-support-civil-unions/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/05/07/australian-priest-publicly-endorses-the-good-of-same-gender-relationships/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/06/29/reflecting-on-scotus-voting-rights-marriage-the-bishops-and-the-future/
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do not do anything but provide another step to guarantee that all human beings have 

the right to be treated like other human beings in the United States. We’ve come as a 

society to recognize, oftentimes too slowly, the need for these legal protections with 

regard to sex, race, and now sexual orientation — all things inherent to a person and 

outside one’s control.” 

June: Thomas Bushlack, a professor of moral theology at the University of St. 

Thomas, in St. Paul, Minnesota, responds to U.S. Supreme Court’s decision to overturn the 

Defense of Marriage Act, stating: “Despite the plurality of voices within these theological 

debates, one thing seems certain: what was once taken as a commonplace definition 

of marriage as between one man and one woman can no longer be assumed.” 

July: Father Bert Thelen, a Jesuit for more than 45 years, resigns from the 

community and the priesthood, in part as “a protest against the social injustices and 

sinful exclusions perpetrated by a patriarchal church that refuses to consider ordination 

for women and marriage for same- sex couples …” 

July: Fr. Frank Brennan, SJ, a professor of law at Australian Catholic University, 

argues for Catholic support of civil same-gender marriage.  This is a development from 

his 2012 position when he advocated for civil unions. 

August: In an essay in Commonweal magazine, Joseph Bottum, a conservative 

Catholic commentator, argues for legal recognition of same-gender marriage. 

September:  In St. Paul, Minnesota, Julie Sullivan, president of St. Thomas 

University, addresses the school’s faculty and mentions: “We are called to love and 

support everyone in our community regardless of their sexual orientation…And, I might 

add, regardless of the gender of their spouse.”  

2014  Statements by Hierarchy 

January: An autumn 2013 speech by Pope Francis to the Catholic Union of 

Superiors General is made public.  In the speech the pope speaks of same-gender 

couples: “On an educational level, gay unions raise challenges for us today which for us 

are sometimes difficult to understand.”  He also pondered: “How can we proclaim Christ 

to a generation that is changing? We must be careful not to administer a vaccine 

against faith to them.” 

February: Cardinal Christoph Schonborn of Vienna, Austria, calls for a re-

thinking of the Church’s teaching on marriage and family, stating: “For the most part, 

the church approaches the [family] issue unhistorically. People have always lived 

together in various ways. . . .  The simple fact is that the environment has changed.” 

Full list = https://www.newwaysministry.org/church-leaders-support/  

http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/06/29/reflecting-on-scotus-voting-rights-marriage-the-bishops-and-the-future/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/17/jesuit-pastor-resigns-from-priesthood-to-protest-patriarchy/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/20/separating-civil-and-sacramental-marriage-part-1/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/08/29/a-catholic-conservative-comes-out-for-same-sex-marriage/
http://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/09/27/on-new-marriage-reality-catholic-institutions-offer-different-visions/
https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2014/01/06/pope-francis-calls-for-church-to-find-new-ways-to-proclaim-christ-to-families-headed-by-same-gender-couples/
https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2014/02/11/signs-of-openness-on-lgbt-and-marriage-issues-from-two-european-church-leaders/
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Appendix 6: U.S. Supreme  

Court Ruling (6/16/15) 

Note: I include these selections because they illustrate how civil discourse can 

continue to respect the religious views of opponents without vilifying them and 

without surrendering to them.  The selections also contain forceful language 

illustrating how history and the liberties guaranteed by the Constitution make it 

imperative to respect the rights of a minority even when this is not the popular 

thing to do. 

 

 

No union is more profound than marriage, for it embodies the 

highest ideals of love, fidelity, devotion, sacrifice, and family. In 

forming a marital union, two people become something greater than 

once they were. As some of the petitioners in these cases 

demonstrate, marriage embodies a love that may endure even past 

death. It would misunderstand these [homosexual] men and women 
to say they disrespect the idea of marriage.    

 

 

From their beginning to their most recent page, the annals of 

human history reveal the transcendent importance of marriage. The 

lifelong union of a man and a woman always has promised nobility 

and dignity to all persons, without regard to their station in life. 

Marriage is sacred to those who live by their religions and offers unique 

fulfillment to those who find meaning in the secular realm. Its dynamic 

allows two people to find a life that could not be found alone, for a 

marriage becomes greater than just the two persons. Rising from the 

most basic human needs, marriage is essential to our most profound 
hopes and aspirations. . . .   

There are untold references to the beauty of marriage in 

religious and philosophical texts spanning time, cultures, | and faiths, 

as well as in art and literature in all their forms. It is fair and necessary to 

say these references were based on the understanding that marriage 

is a union between two persons of the opposite sex.  That history is the 

beginning of these cases. The respondents say it should be the end as 

well. To them, it would demean a timeless institution if the concept 

and lawful status of marriage were extended to two persons of the 

same sex. Marriage, in their view, is by its nature a gender-

differentiated union of man and woman. This view long has been 

held—and continues to be held—in good faith by reasonable and 
sincere people here and throughout the world.  
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The petitioners acknowledge this history but contend that 

these cases cannot end there. Were their intent to demean the 

revered idea and reality of marriage, the petitioners’ claims would be 

of a different order. But that is neither their purpose nor their 

submission. To the contrary, it is the enduring importance of marriage 

that underlies the petitioners’ contentions. This, they say, is their whole 

point. Far from seeking to devalue marriage, the petitioners seek it for 

themselves because of their respect—and need—for its privileges and 

responsibilities. And their immutable nature dictates that same-sex 
marriage is their only real path to this profound commitment.   

Recounting the circumstances of three of these cases 
illustrates the urgency of the petitioners’ cause from their perspective.  

Case #1: Petitioner James Obergefell, a plaintiff in the Ohio 

case, met John Arthur over two decades ago. They fell in love and 

started a life together, establishing a lasting, committed relation. In 

2011, however, Arthur was diagnosed with amyotrophic lateral 

sclerosis, or ALS. This debilitating disease is progressive, with no known 

cure.  Two years ago, Obergefell and Arthur decided to commit to 

one another, resolving to marry before Arthur died. To fulfill their 

mutual promise, they traveled from Ohio to Maryland, where same-sex 

marriage was legal. It was difficult for Arthur to move, and so the 

couple were wed inside a medical transport plane as it remained on 

the tarmac in Baltimore. Three months later, Arthur died. Ohio law 

does not permit Obergefell to be listed as the surviving spouse on 

Arthur’s death certificate. By statute, they must remain strangers even 

in death, a state imposed separation Obergefell deems “hurtful for the 

rest of time.” App. in No. 14–556 etc., p. 38. He brought suit to be 
shown as the surviving spouse on Arthur’s death certificate.   

Case #2: April DeBoer and Jayne Rowse are co-plaintiffs in the 

case from Michigan. They celebrated a commitment ceremony to 

honor their permanent relation in 2007. They both work as nurses, 

DeBoer in a neonatal unit and Rowse in an emergency unit. In 2009, 

DeBoer and Rowse fostered and then adopted a baby boy. Later that 

same year, they welcomed another son into their family. The new 

baby, born prematurely and abandoned by his biological mother, 

required around-the-clock care. The next year, a baby girl with special 

needs joined their family. Michigan, however, permits only opposite-

sex married couples or single individuals to adopt, so each child can 

have only one woman as his or her legal parent. If an emergency 

were to arise, schools and hospitals may treat the three children as if 

they had only one parent. And, were tragedy to befall either DeBoer 

or Rowse, the other would have no legal rights over the children she 

had not been permitted to adopt. This couple seeks relief from the 

continuing uncertainty their unmarried status creates in their lives.  (pp. 
2-5)  

The ancient origins of marriage confirm its centrality, but it has 

not stood in isolation from developments in law and society. The 
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history of marriage198 is one of both continuity and change. That 

institution—even as confined to opposite-sex relations—has evolved 

over time. For example, marriage was once viewed as an 

arrangement by the couple’s parents based on political, religious, and 

financial concerns; but by the time of the Nation’s founding it was 

understood to be a voluntary contract between a man and a 

woman. See N. Cott, Public Vows: A History of Marriage and the 
Nation 9–17 (2000); S. Coontz, Marriage, A History 15–16 (2005).  

As the role and status of women changed, the institution 

further evolved. Under the centuries-old doctrine of coverture, a 

married man and woman were treated by the State as a single, male-

dominated legal entity. See 1 W. Blackstone, Commentaries on the 

Laws of England 430 (1765). As women gained legal, political, and 

property rights, and as society began to understand that women have 

their own equal dignity, the law of coverture was abandoned. See 
Brief for Historians of Marriage et al. as Amici Curiae 16–19.  

These and other developments in the institution of marriage 

over the past centuries were not mere superficial changes. Rather, 

they worked deep transformations in its structure, affecting aspects of 

marriage long viewed by many as essential. See generally N. Cott, 

Public Vows; S. Coontz, Marriage; H. Hartog, Man & Wife in America: A 
History (2000).   

These new insights have strengthened, not weakened, the 

institution of marriage.  Indeed, changed understandings of marriage 

are characteristic of a Nation where new dimensions of freedom 

become apparent to new generations, often through perspectives 

that begin in pleas or protests and then are considered in the political 
sphere and the judicial process.  

This dynamic can be seen in the Nation’s experiences with the 

rights of gays and lesbians. Until the mid-20th century, same-sex 

intimacy long had been condemned as immoral by the state itself in 

most Western nations, a belief often embodied in the criminal law. For 

this reason, among others, many persons did not deem gays and 

lesbians to have dignity in their own distinct identity.  A truthful 

declaration by same-sex couples of what was in their hearts had to 

remain unspoken.  Even when a greater awareness of the humanity 

and integrity of homosexual persons came in the period after World 

War II, the argument that gays and lesbians had a just claim to dignity 

was in conflict with both law and widespread social conventions. 

Same-sex intimacy remained a crime in many States. Gays and 

lesbians were prohibited from most government employment, barred 

from military service, excluded under immigration laws, targeted by 

police, and burdened in their rights to associate. See Brief for 
Organization of American Historians as Amicus Curiae 5–28.   

For much of the 20th century, moreover, homosexuality was 

treated as an illness. When the American Psychiatric Association 

published the first Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 



150 

Disorders in 1952, homosexuality was classified as a mental disorder, a 

position adhered to until 1973. See Position Statement on 

Homosexuality and Civil | Rights, 1973, in 131 Am. J. Psychiatry 497 

(1974). Only in more recent years have psychiatrists and others 

recognized that sexual orientation is both a normal expression of 

human sexuality and immutable. See Brief for American Psychological 
Association et al. as Amici Curiae 7–17.   

In the late 20th century, following substantial cultural and 

political developments, same-sex couples began to lead more open 

and public lives and to establish families. This development was 

followed by a quite extensive discussion of the issue in both 

governmental and private sectors and by a shift in public attitudes 

toward greater tolerance. As a result, questions about the rights of 

gays and lesbians soon reached the courts, where the issue could be 

discussed in the formal discourse of the law. This Court first gave 

detailed consideration to the legal status of gays and lesbians in 

Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U. S. 186 (1986). There it upheld the 

constitutionality of a Georgia law deemed to criminalize certain 

homosexual acts. Ten years later, in Romer v. Evans, 517 U. S. 620 

(1996), the Court invalidated an amendment to Colorado’s 

Constitution that sought to foreclose any branch or political 

subdivision of the State from protecting persons against discrimination 

based on sexual orientation. Then, in 2003, the Court overruled Bowers, 

holding that laws making same-sex intimacy a crime “demea[n] the 
lives of homosexual persons.” Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U. S. 558, 575.   

Against this background, the legal question of same-sex 

marriage arose. In 1993, the Hawaii Supreme Court held Hawaii’s law 

restricting marriage to opposite-sex couples constituted a 

classification on the basis of sex and was therefore subject to strict 

scrutiny under the Hawaii Constitution. Baehr v. Lewin, 74 Haw. 530, 

852 P. 2d 44.  Although this decision did not mandate that same-sex 

marriage be allowed, some States were concerned by its implications 

and reaffirmed in their laws that marriage is in their laws is defined as a 

union between opposite-sex partners. So too in 1996, Congress passed 

the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), 110 Stat. 2419, defining 

marriage for all federal law purposes as “only a legal union between 
one man and one woman as husband and wife.” 1 U. S. C. §7. 

The new and widespread discussion of the subject led other 

States to a different conclusion. In 2003, the Supreme Judicial Court of 

Massachusetts held the State’s Constitution guaranteed same-sex 

couples the right to marry. See Goodridge v. Department of Public 

Health, 440 Mass. 309, 798 N. E. 2d 941 (2003). After that ruling, some 

additional States granted marriage rights to samesex couples, either 
through judicial or legislative processes...  
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The States have contributed to the fundamental character of 

the marriage right by placing that institution at the center of so many 

facets of the legal and social order. There is no difference between 

same- and opposite-sex couples with respect to this principle. Yet by 

virtue of their exclusion from that institution, same-sex couples are 

denied the constellation of benefits that the States have linked to 

marriage. This harm results in more than just material burdens. Same-

sex couples are consigned to an instability many opposite-sex couples 

would deem intolerable in their own lives. As the State itself makes 

marriage all the more precious by the significance it attaches to it, 

exclusion from that status has the effect of teaching that gays and 

lesbians are unequal in important respects. It demeans gays and 

lesbians for the State to lock them out of a central institution of the 
Nation’s society.  

Same-sex couples, too, may aspire to the transcendent 

purposes of marriage and seek fulfillment in its highest meaning. The 

limitation of marriage to opposite-sex couples may long have seemed 

natural and just, but its inconsistency with the central meaning of the 
fundamental right to marry is now manifest. (p. 17)  

The right to marry is fundamental as a matter of history and 

tradition, but rights come not from ancient sources (p18) alone. They 

rise, too, from a better informed understanding of how constitutional 

imperatives define a liberty that remains urgent in our own era. Many 

who deem same-sex marriage to be wrong reach that conclusion 

based on decent and honorable religious or philosophical premises, 

and neither they nor their beliefs are disparaged here. But when that 

sincere, personal opposition becomes enacted law and public policy, 

the necessary consequence is to put the imprimatur of the State itself 

on an exclusion that soon demeans or stigmatizes those whose own 

liberty is then denied. Under the Constitution, same-sex couples seek in 

marriage the same legal treatment as opposite-sex couples, and it 

would disparage their choices and diminish their personhood to deny 
them this right.  

The respondents also argue allowing same-sex couples to wed 

will harm marriage as an institution by leading to fewer opposite-sex 

marriages. This may occur, the respondents contend, because 

licensing same-sex marriage severs the connection between natural 

procreation and marriage. That argument, however, rests on a 

counterintuitive view of opposite-sex couple’s decision making 

processes regarding marriage and parenthood. Decisions about 

whether to marry and raise children are based on many personal, 

romantic, and practical considerations; and it is unrealistic to 

conclude that a mixed-sex couple would choose not to marry simply 

because same-sex couples may do so. See Kitchen v. Herbert, 755 F. 

3d 1193, 1223 (CA10 2014) (“[I]t is wholly illogical to believe that state 

recognition of the love and commitment between same-sex couples 
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will alter the most intimate and personal decisions of opposite-sex 
couples”).  

The respondents have not shown a foundation for the 

conclusion that allowing same-sex marriage will cause the harmful 

outcomes they (p. 26) | describe. Indeed, with respect to this asserted 

basis for excluding same-sex couples from the right to marry, it is 

appropriate to observe these cases involve only the rights of two 

consenting adults whose marriages would pose no risk of harm to 

themselves or third parties. Finally, it must be emphasized that religions, 

and those who adhere to religious doctrines, may continue to 

advocate with utmost, sincere conviction that, by divine precepts, 

same-sex marriage should not be condoned. The First Amendment 

ensures that religious organizations and persons are given proper 

protection as they seek to teach the principles that are so fulfilling and 

so central to their lives and faiths, and to their own deep aspirations to 
continue the family structure they have long revered.  

The same is true of those who oppose same-sex marriage for 

other reasons. In turn, those who believe allowing same-sex marriage is 

proper or indeed essential, whether as a matter of religious conviction 

or secular belief, may engage those who disagree with their view in 
an open and searching debate.  

The Constitution, however, does not permit the State to bar 

same-sex couples from marriage on the same terms as accorded to 

couples of the opposite sex. No union is more profound than marriage, 

for it embodies the highest ideals of love, fidelity, devotion, sacrifice, 

and family. In forming a marital union, two people become something 

greater than once they were. As some of the petitioners in these cases 

demonstrate, marriage embodies a love that may endure even past 

death. It would misunderstand these men and women to say they 

disrespect the idea of marriage. Their plea is that they do respect it, 

respect it so deeply that they seek to find its fulfillment for themselves. 

Their hope is not to be condemned to live in loneliness, excluded from 

one of civilization’s oldest institutions. They ask for equal dignity in the 

eyes of the law. The Constitution grants them that right. The judgment 

of the Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit is reversed. It is so ordered.  
(p28)            

Read more: http://www.politico.com/story/2015/06/supreme-
court-gay-marriage-119462#ixzz3qegRlgw8 

 

 

http://www.politico.com/story/2015/06/supreme-court-gay-marriage-119462#ixzz3qegRlgw8
http://www.politico.com/story/2015/06/supreme-court-gay-marriage-119462#ixzz3qegRlgw8
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Appendix 7: New Ways Ministry:  

25 Years of Graced Outreach 

  

By Dr. Aaron Milavec 

  

New Ways Ministry celebrated its twenty-fifth anniversary at its 

Fifth National Symposium held in the Galt House overlooking the Ohio 

River in Louisville, KY, 8-10 March 2002.  Nearly six hundred Catholics were 

present.  Women outnumber men by three to two.  Forty percent of 

those present were priests or Religious.  Everyone had a story to tell.  

Many committed same-sex couples were present; yet, even these 

couples were not bent upon signaling their sexual orientation by their 

manner of dressing or acting.  These things were revealed only in the 

deep listening to their stories.  

  Every year New Ways 

Ministry holds hundreds of 

workshops, seminars, and 

retreats on the local level.  

Every five years, New Ways 

sponsors a National 

Symposium.  In what follows, 

the pastoral and theological 

insights received during the 

Symposium will be considered.  

No attempt will be made to 

summarize everything.  Rather, key aspects will be brought together, 

because, taken together, they give a hint as to the urgent needs and 

forward-looking prospects of Catholic theologians and pastors 

examining the issues.  Needless to say, the distinguished presenters were 

invited to address the assembly with their own faith-filled and 

theologically informed discernment and not to imagine that they were 

speaking as official representatives of the New Ways Ministry.  

The eight-hour pre-session, Wrestling with Angels, was designed 

by Linda McCullough for parents of homosexual children and for 

ministers who want to minister to them.  Many of these ministers are 
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themselves parents of homosexual children.  They suffered through 

much and, as such, they are the ones best prepared to handle all 

aspects of this issue for parents who have just entered into the struggle.  

Every pastor would be blessed to have such parents ready at hand in his 

parish to perform this invaluable like-upon-like ministry of wounded 

healers.  

Following an opening hymn, the pre-session began with having 

each parent being paired off with a minister and entering together into 

a half-hour listening session.  I myself listened to the story of how a 

devoted father of three and a life-long Catholic went into shock and 

denial when his oldest son, then a junior at Xavier University, declared 

that he was homosexual.  To his son, he was saying, "How can you be so 

sure that you are homosexual?"  To his God, he was saying, "I played by 

all your rules, how can you let this happen?"    

Now, some ten years later, this father loves his son and his 

devoted partner more than ever before.  He is no longer afraid to 

acknowledge to neighbors and co-workers the life-style of his son.  He is 

no longer ashamed.  He is proud of his son in every way.  But the process 

of healing is not yet finished for his extended family remains fractured.  

Every family holiday finds one group celebrating early, before his son 

and his partner arrive, and another group celebrating after they arrive.  

In listening between the lines, I recognized that the official teaching of 

the Catholic Church relative to homosexuality provides a stumbling 

block for this parent and serves to divide families on the basis of their 

incompatible moral assessments of homosexual love.  

Tom Gumbleton, auxiliary bishop and pastor of an inner-city 

parish, presented a personal and compelling message coming directly 

out of the 1997 U.S. bishops pastoral letter, Always our Children.  Five 

years ago he had presented his own conversion story surrounding his 

wresting with his own brother's acknowledgment that he was 

homosexual.  His key point this year, however, was the bishops' call for 

abiding love and acceptance:  

 To our homosexual brothers and sisters we [bishops] offer a 

concluding word.  This message has been an outstretched hand to your 

parents and families inviting them to accept God's grace in their lives. . . . 

Though at times you may feel discouraged, hurt or angry, do not walk away 

from your families, from the Christian community, from all those who love you.  

In you God's love is revealed.  You are always our children (Always our 

Children conclusion).  

To compliment this letter, however, Bishop Gumbleton presented 

quite another letter.  This letter came from a Catholic mother reflecting 
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upon the impossibility of "accepting her son as a homosexual" and, at 

the same time, "preventing her son from really telling us who he really is."  

As it turns out, her son does not have a calling to lifelong celibacy but 

rather urgently seeks for human intimacy--an intimacy which, following 

the sacramental course characteristic of human love, moves 

progressively toward a self-giving and a sexual bonding with another 

human being, who, in his case, happens to a man like himself.  Coming 

away from the anguish of this letter, Bishop Gumbleton candidly asks, 

"How then do we love our children as they are and yet continue to be 

faithful to our Church?"  

Bishop Gumbleton then resolved this dilemma by making use of 

the Catholic principle of the primacy of acting with an informed 

conscience:   

Man has the right to act in conscience and in freedom so as personally to 

make moral decisions.  "He must not be forced to act contrary to his 

conscience.  Nor must he be prevented from acting according to his 

conscience, especially in religious matters" (Catholic Catechism sec. 1782).  

Whatever one might think of homosexual acts, Bishop 

Gumbleton strongly affirmed that every informed Catholic could always 

safely affirm that "homosexual people are not disordered."  In fact, he 

suggested in passing that "they make love more humanely due to their 

empathetic skills."   

Friday evening, following an uplifting evening prayer, Eugene 

Kennedy, a handsome, well-built man whose hair is now entirely white, 

addressed the whole assembly.  His was a message filled with 

metaphoric allusions and poetic details which enchanted the 

imagination and spun a gossamer web over our minds.  Given his 

psychological erudition, what came through for me was the affirmation 

that there was "no single way of being human" and, as a consequence, 

"no single way of being sexual."  Kennedy, accordingly, warned us, as 

Catholics, to beware of regimenting our sexual existence, especially, in 

the name of perfection.  Then, Kennedy pointed out that "healthy 

people have no [airtight] categories for each one is unique."  Likewise, 

"the more one tries for perfect sex [or sexual fulfillment], the more 

unloving one becomes."  Some elements in life, such as sex and love, 

therefore, only thrive when a degree of deliberate imperfection is 

allowed for.  

Kennedy received an explosive standing ovation.  He left us with 

the sweet sense that it was best to allow for spontaneous invention and 

surprises in our sexual lives.  The spirit of sexual intimacy, in its own way, is 
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very much like that other Spirit which, by its very nature, "blows wherever 

it pleases" and "you cannot tell where it comes from and where it is 

going" (John 3:8).  Somehow, it was a relief to have Kennedy assure us 

that it was healthy to abandon all narrow categories of how sex works 

and to let go of abstract schemes of sexual perfection and to allow life 

to breathe freely.  

Rosemary Haughton spoke the next morning.  She began by 

recounting the story of Oedipus.  The child born was prophesied to be 

the one who would kill his father and wed his mother.  To prevent such a 

tragedy, the king ordered his servant to take the child out and to expose 

it in the woods.  The servant, at this point, is torn by his duty to his king 

and his compassion toward the child.  In the end, he tries to serve both 

by giving the child over to be raised by shepherds.  In so doing, the very 

evil which was prophesied would eventually come to pass.  Haughton 

then suggested that each of us lives within this myth for we are torn 

between duty and compassion.  

Haughton then went on to show how, given the uncertainties of 

the medieval period, human welfare was sorely dependent upon 

knowing who was the first male offspring of the head of the family and 

the head of the nation.  Doubt or uncertainty in these matters could 

unleash strife and destruction, which would bring the entire social unit 

down to ruin.  Accordingly, both men and women were constrained to 

act sexually in order to protect this order of things.  The tribal rules were 

wisdom and protection.  Destruction visited upon those who disregarded 

them.  In time, even God's law was thought to endorse and sanction 

such tribal rules.  The male seed carried with it a mystique--it could not 

be wasted.  Each one had to act honorably in order to safeguard the 

welfare of all and to secure the blessings of God upon all.  

With time, however, social structures securing safety changed.  

The election of a president functioned as a more secure route to gaining 

a clear leadership and an apt protector over the common good.  Men, 

in these times, were allowed to woo their own brides rather than to enter 

into arranged families, which secured the alliances of family power and 

wealth.  Yet, the divine sanctions remain and are passed down even 

after their usefulness is no longer tied to the welfare of either the family or 

the nation.  At times such as these, some judge that the tribal rules still 

had to be maintained in order to secure divine blessings.  Still other judge 

that compassion leads them to act outside tribal rules in order to 

establish a new order of blessings.  Thus, the tension between duty and 

compassion is carried forward.  
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Haughton's model allowed us to recognize how the 

Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, for example, was operating by 

way of securing blessings.  Kennedy's characterization of Vatican 

bureaucrats as plunged into the "erotic gratification of exercising power" 

was thus tempered by the vision of these same bureaucrats as 

"misbegotten fathers" holding onto traditional wisdom in order to protect 

God's people and to guarantee their salvation.   

Then Haughton opened up the Gospels and showed how Jesus 

consistently reached out to the outcast and the lowly.  The fact that his 

principal enemies turned out to be those enforcing tribal rules should not 

therefore surprise us.  At this point, it was clear that Haughton wanted 

gays and lesbians and their ministers to find themselves as taking risks 

parallel to those taken by Jesus and his disciples.  She also made it clear 

that those trying to maintain the traditional rules and to scapegoat the 

deviants were acting out of a sincere love for the welfare of the people 

as traditionally understood.  Tension is inevitable.  It is not a warfare, 

however, for, on both sides, one has brothers and sisters pledged to the 

same Gospel and to the same Christ (albeit in different ways).  

Gregory Baum offered the strongest theological analysis.  To 

begin, Baum traced how the classical Natural Law tradition served the 

church in the past by way of correcting key affirmation within the biblical 

sources.  He used slavery as one example.  At the opening of the Civil 

War, only two percent of Catholic bishops believed that slavery was a 

human institution devoid of any divine sanction.  Both the Hebrew and 

Christian Scriptures are filled with divine endorsements of slavery.  The 

church might mitigate the effects of this slavery, but, when all things 

were considered, there was no way to deny the innate inequality 

between the slave and the freeborn.  Baum also noted that potential for 

the actual abolition of slavery only took place when large sectors of the 

commercial class found wage laborers to offer a system of production 

more favorable than the buying and training of slaves.  Thus, the appeal 

to Natural Law and to natural rights enabled Christians to overturn a 

clear and positive mandate within revelation in favor of the institution of 

slavery.  

When applied to the issue to homosexuality, Baum offered three 

rules of thumb by way of securing progress toward a Natural Law 

solution to this problem:  

1. To begin with, the hermeneutical tools applied to the 

New Testament must also be turned toward the dogmatic declarations 

of the church.  Thus, when it comes to the condemnations of sodomy 
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within the ecclesiastic literature, it must be asked, "To whom were these 

texts addressed?"  Up until the mid-twentieth century, there was no 

recognition that any human person would have an innate attraction 

toward persons of the same sex.  Thus, the condemnations of the past 

were directed toward heterosexual persons.  When a heterosexual 

person engages in sodomy, consequently, he clearly engages in an 

"unnatural act."    

2. From the third century down to Vatican II, Catholics 

routinely taught that all Jews were somehow implicated in the killing of 

Jesus and that God had abrogated the covenant he made with Jews.  

Since the Holocaust, Catholics have become aware that the routine 

teaching and preaching of contempt went a long way to sanctioning 

social movements which caused the Jewish people tremendous 

suffering.  My expectation is that Catholics will, in a parallel way, come 

to regard teaching about the "intrinsically disordered" nature of 

homosexual acts as enforcing a homophobic tendency within society 

directed toward punishing and scapegoating gays and lesbians.  

To this I might add that Vatican II did not content itself with 

overturning the negative assessment of Jews and Judaism but put 

forward, in its place, a positive regard.  The same theological and 

pastoral strategy would seem to be demanded in the case of reversing 

hatred of gays and lesbians within a society historically and 

theologically conditioned to abhor them.  

3. Finally, Baum made clear that "according to the 

sociology of knowledge, a group of old men who are celibate are not 

likely to have a good grasp of human sexuality."  It is no wonder, 

therefore, that the official church has been unable to provide safe and 

wise sexual guidance even for heterosexuals.  When it comes to gays 

and lesbians, the difficulty is even more evident.  One only needs to 

read the new literature that portrays the experience of homosexual 

persons.  Anyone who would provide any moral judgment on such 

things must first and foremost become intimately familiar with them as 

they are experienced by those loving them.  Anyone, no matter how 

high his ecclesiastic office, passing judgment at a distance must be 

dismissed as "unreliable."  

Overall, what come through to me again and again is the 

necessity for Catholics to call their pastors to undertake a much more 

nuanced and experiential examination of the whole realm of sexuality.  

Repeating well-worn scholastic notions and the condemnations of the 

past has been the cause for grave suffering which, when all is said and 
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done, discredits the ministry of the church and distorts the compassion of 

our God who creates us as we are.  The role of the church, finally, is not 

to take one or the other set of sexual norms and to impress them upon 

all, irregardless of the times and the cultures being addressed.  The value 

of our times is that the church renews itself by affirming "the joy and 

hope, the grief and anguish of the men [women] of our time, especially 

those who are poor or afflicted in any way. . ." (Gaudium et Spes §1).  

Archbishop Thomas Kelly of Louisville received a letter from the 

office of the Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in late 

2001 requesting that he forbid the celebration of the Eucharist during the 

Fifth National Symposium.  The letter alleged that "New Ways Ministry 

does not promote the authentic teaching of the Catholic Church."  Such 

a claim is manifestly unfair.  New Ways Ministry has never been under 

investigation and has never been under any official church sanction.  

Furthermore, New Ways has always striven to nurture a bridge-building 

ministry of reconciliation between the institutional church and its 

gay/lesbian members.  It is unfortunate, therefore, that the Vatican 

Congregation would want to judge the entire membership of New Ways 

and to deny them the Eucharist (as though they were somehow 

schismatic).  Nonetheless, Archbishop Kelley passed on the letter from 

the Congregation to the Executive Director of New Ways Ministry with 

the suggestion that members of the Symposium would be welcome to 

join with the cathedral crowd some blocks away.  Since the Archbishop 

did not positively prohibit celebrating the liturgy within the context of the 

New Ways Symposium and since the canon lawyers consulted saw no 

grounds for legitimating any right on the part of the Vatican 

Congregation to interfere in the internal affairs of the diocese, Retired 

Bishop Leroy Mattheisen put forward the suggestion that he be allowed 

to celebrate the Eucharist for them.  "Presiding," said Bishop Mattheisen, 

"seemed like the natural thing to do" since "the example of Jesus was 

not to exclude but to include" (Louisville Courier Journal 10 May 02).  The 

governing board of New Ways Ministry was relieved by this suggestion.  

Against the backdrop of multi-colored banners and with the joyful 

choir/musicians of St. William's Parish in Louisville, a splendid Eucharistic 

was thus celebrated on Saturday evening.  

Elsie Miranda, a conference presenter who has taught theology 

and ministered among homosexual Catholics in Coral Gables, FL, 

remarked to reporters after the liturgy, "We're voices that challenge, and 

we are the voice of God.  It's so important not to be silenced" (Louisville 

Courier Journal 10 Mar 02).  Efforts by the Vatican to make the Eucharist 
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"hostage" thus only served to make it "that much more powerful and 

meaningful."  While the liturgy was in no way devised to be a protest, it 

did, nonetheless, serve to reaffirm the Gospel and the Body of Christ as 

the source and center for those Catholics assembled at the Symposium. 

  

Francis DeBernardo, Executive Director of New Ways Ministry, has 

been cited as saying that "the day when the Catholic Church is an 

obstacle to gay and lesbian people and their concerns is coming to an 

end" (Washington Blade).  In contrast, Bishop Gumbleton said to the 

parents that the claim that "the Church offers enormous spiritual 

resources to strengthen and support them [when they are trying to cope 

with the discovery of homosexuality in their child]" (Always our Children) 

is oftentimes not true.  In any case, what the speakers at the Fifth 

National Symposium made clear is that the Vatican's insistence that 

homosexuality is "objectively disordered" (1986 Letter to the Bishops) and 

that bishops ought to oppose civil rights initiatives for gays and lesbians 

(1991 Some Considerations Concerning the Catholic Response to 

Legislative Proposals) makes it very problematic for Catholic parents to 

embrace their homosexual children in ways that accord with who they 

say they are.  The father I listened to in the opening session confessed to 

me, "Not a day goes by when I don't worry whether my son is safe."  

The theme established for the Fifth National Symposium was "Out 

of Silence God Has Called Us."  This theme was sounded throughout the 

Symposium.  The opening hymn filled the assembly hall with the refrain: 

"Who will speak if you don't?  Who will speak so their voice will be 

heard?"  At the same time that the Vatican Congregation for the 

Doctrine of the Faith tries to stifle the Catholic voice of New Ways Ministry 

in the same way that it tried to silence its co-founders, Sister Jeannine 

Gramick and Fr. Bob Nugent.  But the larger church is listening.  Seventy 

national and regional Catholic organizations came forward to endorse 

the Fifth National Symposium.  In the "Vision for the Future" distributed at 

the end of the Symposium, therefore, it was not surprising to discover 

that the first initiative proposed by New Ways Ministry was the following:  

We ask that the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops initiate a serious and 

sustained national dialogue with gay/lesbian people.  For our Church to grow 

in fullness, we need to hear all voices to discern the call of the Spirit.  No 

effective pastoral ministry can take place if the Church's shepherds do not 

know about the painful and joyful events that lesbian/gay people experiences 

as members of the Body of Christ (see http://www.NewWaysMinistry.org).  

New Ways Ministry is thus poised to begin another twenty-five 

years of healing, advocacy, and bridge-building.  
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Appendix 8: How to Soften  

Feelings of Disgust  

for the Homosexual Life Style 

David was 7 years old and hoping to become a farmer like his 

dad.  Lisa was 12 and hoping to become a teacher like her mom.  A 

few years back, I was giving David and Lisa a tour of my garden.  

Then, I lifted up a rock and, underneath, five pill bugs199 came to life 

and began to flee.  I picked up one and placed it in the palm of my 

hand, and I showed them how the bug immediately curled up into a 
perfect little sphere.  “That’s why it’s called a pill bug.” 

David came closer and attentively watched as the pill bug 

gradually came out of hiding and started crawling over my hand.  At 
the same time, Lisa backed away.  She was afraid of the bug. 

  I took the pill bug 

and placed it gently in 

David’s hand.  It immediately 

rolled itself into a “pill.”  Then 

David watched it attentively 

until it came out of hiding and 

began to crawl forward on his 

open hand.  He touched it 

briefly, and again the bug 
rolled itself into a “pill.”   

I asked Lisa if she wanted to try the same thing for herself.  “No 
way,” was her reply.  “I don’t want to be bitten by a nasty bug.” 

I’m telling you this story to illustrate how, in the face of the pill 

bug, David and Lisa had massively different reactions.   Neither had 

experienced the pill bug before.  David was attracted by the bug and 

interested in its activity.  Lisa was repulsed by the bug and afraid to be 

bitten.  She wanted to keep as far away from the bug as possible.  In 

her experience of bugs, they were nasty and prone to bite her.  She 
wanted nothing to do with the pill bug. 

This instinctual response illustrates how you, the reader, would 

be prone to react should you visit my garden with me and I would 

pick up a pill bug and set it in the palm of my hand. . . .  Some of you 

would react like David.  Some would react like Lisa.  Over the course 

of time, the Davidic portion of the population would be prone to 

interact positively with pill bugs.  The Lisatic portion, meanwhile, would 
back away and respond in horror when a pill bug was close at hand. 
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Could one convert a Davidic to a Lisatic?  It would be rare, but 

entirely possible.  Once a positive attraction is rewarded and 

reinforced in repeated positive experiences, it is difficult to go back to 

revert back to a frightened repulsion of pill bugs.  Only something very 
traumatic could wipe out the train of positive experiences. 

Could one convert a Lisatic to a Davidic?  It would be rare, but 

moderately possible.  One would have to gain the trust of the Lisatic 

and to gradually expose him/her to the wonders of pill bugs.  The 

Lisatic would have to discover, first-hand, that the pill bug did not sting 

or bite the Davidics.  Thus, the negative repulsion could be gradually 

recognized as a fear and flight response based upon the irrational 
prejudice that the pill bug had a nasty bite.   

I refer to the Lisatic fear and flight response as based upon an 

irrational prejudice.  The pill bug does not have a nasty bite.  Lisa’s 

repulsion was based upon her projection of a characteristic that was 

never experienced.  Lisa’s fear of the unknown cannot compete with 

David’s delight in what is known.  David’s appreciation of pill bugs is 

not based upon an irrational projection.  It is based upon a chain of 

first-hand positive experiences.  In an open society where free and 

open judgments are arrived at freely, one could expect that the 

conversion rate to the Davidic position would outmatch the 
conversion rate to the Lisatic position. 

This is exactly what is happening in our society when it comes 

to homosexual activity.  At any given time, only a small portion (5 to 8 

%) of men and women experience a same-sex attraction.  The 

majority of the population, meanwhile, is instinctively bewildered, 

perplexed, and repulsed by this attraction.  Hence, as in the case of 

the Lisatics, there is a natural tendency to amplify the fear and flight 
response with irrational projections.  Here is an example: 

As witnessed in the Bible in Genesis 19:1-11, homosexuals are predatory, 

continually on the search for their next sexual experience. Homosexuals are 

characterized by morbid, unhealthy, sexual desire (which the Bible calls 

lasciviousness). Homosexuals are prone to multiple sex partners, because 

homosexuality is rooted in sex-addiction. I heard a homosexual say that “sex is 

sex, whether male or female.” May I say, sex with the same sex is a horrible sin, 

and a form of mental illness200 caused by spiritual rebellion against God and His 

holy Word. 

The secular workplace is hell-on-earth for many Christians, because of constant 

harassment in a hostile work environment being around the wicked. God-

fearing Christians and the unrepentant wicked don't mix! Gays are 

disrespecting Christians every time that they wave their filthy lifestyle in our 

faces. There's no way that sexually deviate, left-wing, liberal, homosexuals can 

co-exist with conservative, Bible-minded, Christians.201 

In an open society where free and open judgments are arrived 

at through open discussion, one could expect that the conversion rate 

to the Davidic position would outmatch the conversion rate to the 

Lisatic position.  This is exactly what has happened in the past fifty 
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years.  As heterosexuals have personal contact with gays and 

lesbians, they quickly realize that much of their fear and flight is based 

upon irrational projections.  As a result, all sectors of society are 

gradually gravitating toward the Davidic position because it is based 

upon first-hand positive experiences that have a permanent effect 

because they are not based upon false projections and irrational 
fears.  

  How do these 

conversions take place?  To 

understand them, one has to 

recognize that everyone 

undergoing a conversion has a 

personal story to tell.  With this in 

mind, I want to share a few of 

my own conversion stories and 

then to draw some general 
conclusions.    

 

 

 

My conversion away from being a Jew-hater 

My early religious training within Catholic schools and my early 

cultural training in an ethnic suburb of Cleveland at the outbreak of 

World War II made it quite natural for me to pity, to blame, and to 

despise Jews.202  Had I been bombarded by Hitler's speeches blaming 

and shaming Jews, I would undoubtedly have cheered him on.  The 

greater part of my family and neighbors would have done the same.  

In point of fact, however, I never had contact with a single living Jew. 

But, then, in an unexpected moment, a real flesh and blood Jew, Mr. 
Martin, made his way into my life. 

Mr. Martin agreed to employ me part-time as a stock-boy in his 

dry goods store on East 185th Street in Cleveland, Ohio.  I had just 

turned 16, and I desperately needed a larger income than my 

Cleveland Plain Dealer route had been able to afford me; hence, I 

felt lucky to have landed this new job.  On the other hand, I was 

anxious upon learning that Mr. Martin was “a Jew”. Would he exploit 

me?  Could he treat a Christian fairly?  Would he want me to work on 
Sundays203 or on other religious holidays?  

Over the months I was testing Mr. Martin and, unbeknownst to 

me, he was testing me as well.  One evening, after closing, I was 

sweeping the floors when I found a crumpled twenty-dollar bill under 

a counter.  My starting salary was fifty cents per hour, and twenty 
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dollars represented a lot of money for a teenager in 1955.  Yet, without 

thinking twice, my Christian instincts took hold, and I turned the money 

over to Mr. Martin "lest someone come asking whether anyone has 

found it."  It didn't even enter my mind that the money might become 

mine if no one claimed it or that I might receive a reward if someone 
did.  

As for my tests, Mr. Martin passed with flying colors.  He was 

genuinely sensitive to my religious convictions and school obligations 

when it came to scheduling my work hours.  He treated me fairly, at 

times even generously, and this disarmed all my earlier reservations.  In 

fact, I gradually came to admire Mr. Martin, and this admiration 

presented me with a new problem--a theological problem.  I knew 

that God had slated all Jews for eternal damnation because of what 

they did to Jesus.  I also knew that Jews couldn't go to confession to 

obtain pardon for such a grievous sin.  On the other hand, it seemed 

unfair, somehow, that God should hold Mr. Martin guilty for such a 

crime.  If Mr. Martin did not harm me, even in little ways, how could he 

have ever consented to handing an innocent man over to Roman 

torturers two thousand years ago?  Thus began my soul-searching 

journey to try and find a way to rescue just one Jew from the fires of 
hell. 

What do you learn from my story?  You might want to stop 

reading here and write down a few of your thoughts before 

continuing.  When finished, click on this endnote to see what I 
wrote.204 

Saving Mr. Martin from Eternal Hellfire  

I never took my theological problem to any of my teachers or 

pastors. Given my upbringing, I felt secretly ashamed that I had 

developed an emotional attachment to a Jew.  I suspected that I 

might be ridiculed for what I was attempting to do.  Thus I was left to 

work out a private solution to my problem.  For starters, I already knew 
that for someone to commit a mortal sin, three things were necessary: 

 

First, the thought, desire, word, action, or omission must be seriously wrong or 

considered seriously wrong; second, the sinner must be mindful of the serious 

wrong; third, the sinner must fully consent to it (Baltimore Catechism #69) 

 

Thus, when it came to the death of Jesus, I was compelled to 

believe that God could only condemn those Jews who knowingly and 

willingly recognized the enormity of the sin and then went ahead and 

wanted to do it anyway.  It was hardly imaginable to me that Mr. 

Martin was that kind of Jew.  With a certain boyish simplicity, therefore, 

I felt that I had succeeded in finding a theological loophole205 
whereby Mr. Martin was safe from the fires of hell.  
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A week later, another problem popped up. Mr. Martin may not 

have committed a mortal sin, but he still had that original sin which 

every human being inherited from our first parents, Adam and Eve. I 

had to admit that Mr. Martin was not a Catholic and that he did not 

have access to the Sacrament of Baptism that would remove that 

original sin. I knew original sin could be a serious obstacle since, 

without Baptism, even Catholic babies were prevented from ever 

going to heaven.  At best, they could expect to go to a place of 

natural happiness called "limbo."206  Thus, I felt sorry for Mr. Martin.  

While safe from eternal hellfire, I was forced to see him relegated, for 
all eternity, to some minor place in the world to come.   

Never, never, never, in my wildest imagination, could I, in 1955, 

have perceived that the "blood guilt" of the Jews was a poison distilled 

in the third century and systematically passed down as part of 

Catholic identity to all future generations.  After all, I was assured that 

Jesus had sent the Holy Spirit to guide the teachers of my church and 

to preserve them from all error until the end of time.  It seemed 

unthinkable to me that my parents, my teachers, my pastors--people 

whom I knew and loved--could be the mindless purveyors of such a 

demonic distortion.  I mention these things, not by way of casting 

blame upon my Catholic forebears, but by way of indicating how 

completely blind even sympathetic and thoughtful persons can be 

when their hearts and minds are taken over by dark tendencies that 
claim to have God's endorsement.207 

My conversion away from being a Nigger-hater 

I grew up in a society torn by racial strife and racial prejudices.   

African-Americans had three main lines for paving their future: Martin 

Luther King in the South, Malcolm X in the North, Black Panthers in the 

West.  Here are some of the voices that I was accustomed to hearing 

in Euclid, a suburb bordering the east side of Cleveland, OH, while I 
was growing up: 

 

Few things are more clear than the utter worthlessness of blacks as a race. . . .  

It may, indeed, be something of a ¨mark of Cain.¨ But apart from this it is really 

worse than a mere worthlessness—the gross stupidity, rank depravity, general 

overwhelming repulsiveness of [their] speech and behavior and most salient of 

all - THAT THEY ARE DANGEROU.S. - makes them utterly unfit to be among 

Whites.   ~~Servenet208 

Blacks in America would not do well if they had to confront the truth about 

themselves. On a collective level, the truth has never done any good for them. 

They are more inclined toward simplistic solutions to their problems, eager to 

receive religious and political charlatans, too arrogant to humble themselves, 

and too dull-minded to perceive where they might be wrong. 
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Thus, Blacks are a people wholly unfit and unwilling to receive correction, stiff-

necked in facing their dysfunctional ways and in reforming their strong criminal 

proclivities (yes, there are individual exceptions as in most things in life). They 

are a people who believe all the excuses and rationalizations their Jewish 

overlords tell them. 

As a street cop who has worked among them for years, I witnessed up-close 

and personal what these people are really like in their own so-called 

'communities' - and believe me, it's not pretty! ~~Ambrose Kane209 

In 1965 the race riots began.210   

- August 11-17, 1965: A routine identity check by police on two black 

men in a car sparks the Watts riots in Los Angeles, which leave 34 

people dead, 1,032 injured and cause more than 40 millions dollars' 

worth of damage.  The Watts ghetto is all but destroyed. 

- Summer 1966: Violence flares in 43 cities, including Chicago, 

Cleveland, Ohio, Atlanta, Georgia, and San Francisco, resulting in 11 

deaths and more than 400 injured. 

Unable to any longer remain “an innocent bystander,” I 

worked with my brother, Norm, to bring together a dozen students 

from all-White Catholic schools to meet with a dozen Blacks coming 

from inner-city schools.  We adopt a “truth-telling” approach and 

agree to a “what’s said here stays here” policy.  This is the first time 

that I hear Blacks revealing the common misconceptions that Blacks 

have of Whites.  This is an eye-opener for me and for them as well.  The 
Whites also reveal their misconceptions of Blacks as well.   

Without going into further details, I want to point out that, after 

just four two-hour sessions, bonds of trust and affection are strong 

enough to have reciprocal home visitations and, in a few instances, 

mixed dating.  We establish safe-guards for enabling Blacks to feel 

safe in all-White neighborhoods, and for Whites to feel safe in Black 
neighborhoods. 

After this, I travel to Europe for the first time.  Before leaving, I 

read James Baldwin’s The Fire Next Time,211 memoirs of his living in 

Europe.  It was in Europe that I met my own severe inability to quiet the 

fear and disgust associated with the racist notions that had fed my 
youth while growing up in Euclid, OH.  Here is my narrative:  

I remember the shock that I felt when, in my late-twenties, I first saw a 

handsome Black man walking in the park with his arm around a blond White 

girl.  My head told me that this man’s ability to love and to cherish this woman 

is not determined by the color of his skin.  My gut, on the other hand, was 

churning and screaming out, “Something is very wrong here!”  
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I had to deliberately imagine myself as being that Black man and imagining 

for myself the pride and joy of having a companion like the blond girl I saw 

that day.  Gradually, over a period of months, I was able to quiet my gut 

feelings and to replace them with feelings of pride and joy.  I share this 

experience here because it indicates the route whereby I was able, at a later 

point, to gradually diminish the “utter disgust” that male-to-male sex evoked in 

my gut.   

Here then is the Buddhist practice that I found so helpful. 

 

Loving-Kindness Meditation 

Metta bhavana, or loving-kindness meditation, is a method of 

developing compassion. It comes from the Buddhist tradition, but it 

can be adapted and practiced by anyone, regardless of religious 

affiliation; loving-kindness meditation is essentially about cultivating 

love [and using that love to wash away those feelings which prevent 

us from loving those who are repugnant and most unworthy of our 

love]. 

Loving-kindness, or metta, as it is called in the Pali language, is 

unconditional, inclusive love, a love with wisdom. It has no 

conditions; it does not depend on whether one “deserves” it or not; it 

is not restricted to friends and family; it extends out from 

personal categories to include all living beings.  

There are no expectations of anything in return.  This is the 

ideal, pure love, which everyone has in potential.  

1. We begin with loving ourselves, for unless we have a measure of 

this unconditional love and acceptance for ourselves, it is difficult 

to extend it to others.  

2. Then we [extend this unconditional love and acceptance to] 

include others who are special to us,  

3. and, ultimately, [we extend this unconditional love and 

acceptance to] include all living beings. . . . [including our 

enemies.] 

This is a meditation of care, concern, tenderness, loving 

kindness, friendship–a feeling of warmth for oneself and others. The 

practice is the softening of the mind and heart, an opening to deeper 

and deeper levels of the feeling of kindness, of pure love.  

Loving kindness is without any desire to possess another. It is not 

a sentimental feeling of goodwill, not an obligation, but comes from a 

selfless place. It does not depend on relationships, on how the other 

person feels about us. The process is first one of softening, breaking 
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down barriers that we feel inwardly toward ourselves, and then those 

that we feel toward others. 

[Here are the steps that require 20 to 45 minutes.] 

1. Take a very comfortable posture. One of the aims in this 

meditation is to feel good, so make your posture relaxed and 

comfortable. Begin to focus around the solar plexus, your chest 

area, your “heart center”. Breathe in and out from that area, 

as if you are breathing from the heart center and as if all 

experience is happening from there. Anchor your 

mindfulness only on the sensations at your heart center. 

2. Breathing in and out from the heart center, begin by 

generating this kind feeling toward yourself. Feel any areas of 

mental blockage or numbness, self-judgment, self-hatred. Then 

drop beneath that to the place where we care for ourselves, 

where we want strength and health and safety for ourselves. 

3. Continuing to breathe in and out, use either these traditional 

phrases or ones you choose yourself.  Say or think them several 

times. 

 

May I be safe and protected. 

May I be free of mental suffering or distress. 

May I be happy. 

May I be free of physical pain and suffering. 

May I be healthy and strong. 

May I be able to live in this world happily, peacefully, joyfully, 

with ease. 

 

4. Next, move to a person who most invites the feeling of pure 

unconditional loving kindness, the love that does not depend 

on getting anything back. The first person is usually someone 

we consider a mentor, a benefactor, an elder. It might be a 

parent, grandparent, teacher, someone toward whom it takes 

no effort to feel respect and reverence, someone who 

immediately elicits the feeling of care. Repeat the phrases for 

this person: “May she be safe and protected….” 

5. After feeling strong unconditional love for the benefactor, 

move to a person you regard as a dear friend and repeat the 

phrases again, breathing in and out of your heart center.  

“May she be safe and protected….” 

6. Now move to a neutral person, someone for whom you feel 

neither strong like nor dislike. “May she be safe and 

protected….” 

7. Now move to someone you have difficulty with–hostile feelings, 

resentments. Repeat the phrases for this person. If you have 

difficulty doing this, you can say before the phrases, “To the 
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best of my ability I wish that you be….” If you begin to feel ill 

will toward this person, return to the benefactor and let the 

loving kindness arise again. Then return to this person.  Let the 

phrases spread through your whole body, mind, and heart.  

“May she be safe and protected….” 

8. After the difficult person, radiate loving kindness out to all 

beings. Stay in touch with the ember of warm, tender loving-

kindness at the center of your being, and begin to visualize or 

engender a felt sense of all living beings. The traditional 

phrases are these: 

May all beings be safe and protected. . . .212  

 

When I decided to apply this Buddhist practice to alter my 

racial images that came with my upbringing, here are the steps I took: 

 I did a Google image search for “Black man with blond 

woman.”  I began by identifying the image that was most 

attractive to me.  Then I found the image which was most 

distressing.  Then I included two images that fall in the 

middle ground between the two. 

 Note that this identification is very personal and is guided 

by my own internal emotional barometer.  No two people 

would select the same four pictures.  And this is as it should 

be.   

 Here are the four pictures that I selected: 
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The upper-left pic is most appealing to me.  The man has a 

light-tan skin that I associate with Tunisian men in North Africa.  The kiss 
from the blond is very attractive. 

The upper-right pic causes me some distress.  The man’s skin is 

darker and he is not smiling at me, but his woman is.  His eyes are soft 

and mildly defiant.  I imagine him saying to me, “It’s not my job to 
make you to like me.”  So true.  My racism is my burden. 

The lower-left pic gives me more distress because more skin is 
showing and the couple is clearly signaling their love for each other. 

The lower-right pic is the most distressing.  The darkness of the 

man’s skin and his closed eyes appear to be saying to me, “I don’t see 

you.”  His woman looks at me with defiance, “This is the wonderful 
man that I have chosen to love.  It’s my choice.  Deal with it!” 

When I use this within the loving-kindness meditation, at step 6 

my focus is on the upper-left pic.  I take the deep and affective 

feelings that come from contemplating my “dearest friend” and use 

them to overlay the mixed-race couple.  I recite the prayers for them, 
and then I pass on to the next couple.   

When I feel the emotional distress evoked by the second pic, I 

don’t try to block it.  Rather, I go back to the first pic and bring more of 
the warm, nurturing feelings forward.  This serves to dilute my distress. 

I continue this backward and forward shifting of my attention.  

For an entire week, I wasn’t ready to advance to the final pic.  My 

distress was too strong.  So I said to myself, “Aaron, be patient with 

yourself.  You learned to hate and detest Black men over many years.  

You will gradually bring loving-kindness to this final couple, but it will 
not come easily and it will not come today.”   
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When I decided to apply this to same-sex couples, I realized 

that I had already strongly bonded to five lesbian couples and that 

this was easier for me.  Hence, I decided to choose four pics of 

lesbians and to use the meditation on loving kindness with them first.  

This is shown above.  They are arranged according to my personal 
distress level. 

My conversion away from being a gay-hater 

An interesting survey showed that 20.6% of heterosexual men 

have fantasies about having gay sex http://www.mtv.com/ 

news/1995649/...  On the other hand, perhaps the other 79.4% find it 

really disgusting and are very vocal about it. 80% being the majority, 
this would give the impression that all straight men find it disgusting. 

 

And of course some of the men who answered this way in the survey 

may not admit to it if asked face to face. Think about it: most straight 

men really hate and fear the idea of being thought of as gay, and 

saying that he isn't absolutely turned off by the idea of gay sex might 

warrant him that accusation. 

 

Personally, almost all of the straight men I know who have ever 

expressed their opinion on gay sex say that they find it disgusting, even 

though I do know some who say it wouldn't particularly bother then to 

see it, a few who say they sometimes watch gay porn even though 
they're straight. 

 

On one occasion, I did have a sensual shower with a close male friend 

http://www.mtv.com/news/1995649/...
http://www.mtv.com/news/1995649/...
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who described himself as bisexual.  When I discovered that he wanted 

to move our shower to a sexual exchange, I acknowledged that I felt 

very uncomfortable going there.  And, twenty years later, I spent a 

weekend entirely nude with a dozen other men who identified 

themselves as gay.  I enjoyed the sensual aspects of being in a natural 

environment with the sun and the breezes playing directly on my skin.  

There was no sexual attraction in any of this for me, even despite the 

fact that “my best friend” had invited me to come with him.  In this 

environment, I found it instructive to see men relating to each other 

with kindness and attention—the sort of relating that men, in public 

settings, almost entirely conceal.  Some male bodies were 

aesthetically pleasing while others, those with enormous beer bellies, 

were viscerally repulsive.  But this had little or nothing to do with the 
fact that they identified themselves as “gay.” 

Here you will see the five pictures that I chose for myself. 

 

Let me return to my opening observations regarding how 

David and Lisa responded to the pill bugs in my garden.  Both of these 

kids responded with the naturalness of their being to my bugs.  Not for 

one moment, however, did I believe that Lisa was locked into her dark 

fears in the face of these beautiful, harmless creatures.  What I have 

discovered is that the meditation practices detailed above can 

gradually turn every enemy into a cherished companion.  The racism 

and the homophobia of my youth do not define me for life.  When I 

recognize how my feelings need to change and when I put into 

practice the meditation patterns described above, I can only then 

discover how the seemingly permanent shape of my fears can be 
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dissolved in just the same way as flowing water reshapes the rock 
surface upon which it passes.   

 

 

 

 

  I close this appendix with a 

quotation from James Baldwin:   

 
It is only now beginning to be borne in on 

us — very faintly, it must be admitted, very 

slowly, and very much against our will — 

that this vision of the world213 is dangerously 

inaccurate, and perfectly useless. For it 

protects our moral high-mindedness at the 

terrible expense of weakening our grasp of 

reality. People who shut their eyes to reality simply invite their own destruction, and 

anyone who insists on remaining in a state of innocence long after that innocence is 

dead turns himself into a monster.214
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Appendix 9: The “Good Gay Guy” 

 

Jesus told the Parable of the Good Samaritan.  This was a 

dangerous story to tell.  Most Jews were not willing to listen to anyone 

who had anything positive to say about Samaritans.  At one point, 

James and John wanted Jesus to give them permission to call down 

fire from heaven upon a Samaritan town that refused to give them 

hospitality once they learned that they were ignoring the Samaritan 

temple and make a direct path toward Jerusalem (Luke 9:53).  

Needless to say, Jesus “rebuked them” and did not give in to their 
prejudice against Samaritans who withdrew their hospitality.   

It is a wonder then that the Parable of the Good Samaritan 

ever made it into the Gospels.  To be more exact, it made it only into 

Luke’s Gospel.  This could only mean that at least some of the disciples 

of Jesus took Jesus’ point of view to heart, and that they preached 

the Parable of the Good Samaritan in his name.  The fact that it made 

it into only one Gospel means that, in some areas, this parable was 
decidedly not preached.  The reader can easily imagine why. 

The Parable tells a simple story of a Jew who gets robbed and 

beaten.  We never learn who did this nasty piece of work.  It really 

doesn’t matter.  The story focuses on the Jew who has been left to die 

(Luke 10:30) in a ditch next to the road.  Then a priest comes by.  He 

noticed the dying Jew but does nothing.  Maybe he has official 

priestly duties to perform and touching a man close to death may 

result in contracting an “impurity” that would make his priestly duties 

impossible.  Then a Levite comes bye.  Maybe he is afraid to give the 

man help because highway robbers often hide themselves and use 

their first victim as “bait” for capturing their next victim.  Jesus doesn’t 

have to give his listeners any details because everyone can fill in the 
details from their general knowledge.   

When it comes to the Samaritan, however, a mass of details 
are given:  

When he saw him, he was moved with pity.  He went to him and bandaged his 

wounds, having poured oil and wine on them. Then he put him on his own 

animal, brought him to an inn, and took care of him (Luke 10:33-34). 

These details demonstrate how the Samaritan “was moved with pity” 

and took care of the half-dead Jew with extraordinary care and 

attention.  The Samaritan had nothing to gain in doing so.  He helped 

a man in deep trouble.  He had the capacity to feel for this 

unfortunate victim and to do something about it.  The priest and Levite 
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may have felt some pity as well, but one must surmise that their pity 

was not sufficiently strong as to interrupt their trip and bring them to 

take action on behalf of the victim.  Only the “Samaritan” proved 
himself worthy of being identified as “loving his neighbor” (Luke 10:37). 

Meeting a Good Gay Guy Online 

When I go online, I notice that the vast majority of born-again 

Christians take a superior attitude and give the gays and lesbians a 

“deserved verbal beating.”  They feel they have a duty to do this 
because they are acting in harmony with God’s will.   

Steve and Renee215 provide two different illustrations of this: 

Steve July 28, 2018 at 5:25 AM 

Here's the biggest problem we [born-again Christians] have ... there is no such 

thing as "being gay". Gay is a term used by the left to rationalize homosexual 

behavior. It's a calmer word the left uses to make it seem normal and 

innocuous. When you hear the word "gay" you don't hear the word 

"homosexual", so it seems nicer.  

It's the same way the left uses "pro-choice" instead of "abortion". Being "pro-

choice" and "gay" doesn't sound harsh and intolerant. Using those terms make 

people feel okay about doing something wrong. . . . 

We can't get caught up in using those terms or we fall into the trap of 

compromise. If we even use those terms we give credence and legitimacy to 

them. God didn't, doesn't, and will never create "gay" people. . . . 

Renee June 17, 2018 at 6:30 AM 

Now I know a lot of people are going to jump up and down and get all over 

me for this; but sometimes love has to be tough. There's no excuse to condone 

sin and i don't care who's sin it is, or what sin it is. Discipleship has a price. 

People have (and in some places today still do) lay down their lives for the 

sake of the Kingdom. And yes, the truth brings division. That's part of life.  

Most GLBTQ Christians remain silent.  They know that they cannot help 

Steve and Renee.  As Michael Polanyi observed, “Every belief works in 

the eyes of the believer.”216  So, according to Steve, “God didn't, 

doesn't, and will never create "gay" people.”  According to Renee, 

“There's no excuse to condone sin and i don't care who's sin it is, or 

what sin it is.”  Both are passionate truth-tellers sharing the “truth” that 

make sense to them.  Nothing can dislodge their beliefs.  But, as an 
unexpected interloper, “R” arrives: 
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I’m a gay person and this is painful to read, but I so appreciate the honesty 

and I appreciate that you all are trying hard to be good people and don’t 

want to hurt anyone.  

I know it takes a long time to untangle a deep seated belief that has been 

there for so long and it’s a scary thing to do. Maybe you worry that if you 

change that belief, it would call into question many other beliefs and then 

pretty soon, your whole foundation is ripped from underneath you. That would 

be scary.   

I believe there is a way you can change your belief about homosexuality and 

still maintain all your others. Some bits of the Bible are a bit outdated - mixing 

fabrics, eating shellfish, eating pork etc - reason being that at the time, those 

things posed a practical threat. Maybe at the time, the world needed more 

people so the idea of a marriage without children could be threatening to the 

future of the world. We’re now at a time where the world is overpopulated 

actually, and we’re also at a time where gay marriages can yield children.  

A lot has changed. The basic principals [sic] of not lying, cheating, stealing, 

killing, etc - the golden rule of treating people how you’d want to be treated - 

etc those are the principals that were meant to stay - the guidance around 

them just helped everyone survive and they can be slightly re-interpreted as 

the world changes over long periods of time. The core though - the basic 

principals - those were created to withstand any change and they should.  

Notice how R begins by revealing his pain.  Then he identifies what he 

admires in the posts he has read.  He tries to find some ground for 

empathy with Steve and Renee.  He imagines that they are hurting, 

and thus he puts forward a life raft to help them deal with the stormy 

waters that might be threatening them.  Renee responds by sending 
the life raft back to R. 

Renee June 17, 2018 at 6:30 AM 

Now this whole "gay Christian remain celibate" thing I find an absolute farce 

because it's made on an assumption that people can't change. People 

change all the time and people's "orientations" change too. (Change your 

thought process, you change your behavior.)  

Now it's not usually something that happens overnight; especially if someone is 

entrenched in a particular ideology. Yet it does happen and more often than 

people with an agenda would be willing to admit. In a good percent of cases 

it happens without any intervention and "no body [sic] ever knew". 

 

I’ll tell you as a gay person, I can’t go [on with] my life without love. . . .  I’d kill 

myself. Most people would. Love is everything.  

I can’t be in love with someone of the opposite sex the [same] way you can’t 

be in love with someone of the same sex. I could try and convince you and 

threaten your life and your afterlife - but it wouldn’t make you [feel] in love with 

someone of the same sex.  
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Could you fake it? For a little while, sure - but then you’re either having an 

affair later which involves lying and cheating and intentional deception on top 

of homosexuality, or you’re living without ever being in love. The options here 

are unbearable.  

Please genuinely close your eyes and imagine yourself in our [/my] shoes. 

Imagine the person you’ve loved most in your life - someone who loved you 

back maybe - someone who made you better and whom you made better - 

pure and good love, now imagine you were told you’d go to hell and betray 

God and your family if you continued to love him/her. Imagine the only way 

you could be a good person is if you [abandoned your true love and] only 

had sex with and married someone of the same sex. . . . 

Don’t put people in that position - don’t make them choose between life and 

love, and support your loved ones who feel they’ve had to. They need you 

badly. . . . 

When I read this last line, I think back on Bishop Gumbleton’s story of 
his brother: 

And so I went along with that kind of understanding, and I guess lack of 

understanding of homosexuality. Until suddenly in my own family I was 

confronted when my brother wrote a letter to my siblings and me and my 

mother coming out--saying he is gay and had been all his life--had struggled 

against it in various ways as many homosexual people do. Because first of all, 

you're taught it's wrong. And so you somehow feel it's wrong. And you're trying 

to do the right thing. So you're trying not to be who you are.  

And so he had gone so far as entering the seminary at one point, which is sort 

of a safe place for a homosexual actually because you do have male 

relationships, even though you could be committed to celibacy. So you're in 

more of a friendly environment. And you've a very respected role. And 

nobody questions why you're not married if you're a priest.  

But then quickly he discovered that that was not where he should be, and so 

he left. But then he married. Again, in an attempt to say "No, I'm not gay." And 

he was married for fifteen years or so and had four children. But could never 

shake who he was because you can't--it's something that is part of your 

person.  

So when he came out, I suddenly had to deal with this in a way I never had 

before because it was on a very personal level. Do I reject my brother? Do I 

despise him because he's evil? And so on.  So the first thing I had to do was 

deal with my own homophobia. 
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Appendix 10a: Why Do Parents Reject  

their LGBTQ Children? 

Answer by Jae Alexis Lee (picture shown), Trans Woman, Advocate 

LGBTQI Rights, on Quora: 

  In one study, 40% of homeless youth identified as LGBT. The #1 

reason for homelessness among LGBT youth is that they ran away 

because of family rejection. The #2 reason is that they were thrown 
out217 for being LGBT [3]. 

What drives LGBT youth to run 

away? The data is hard to look at. In 

researching this piece, I ran into one data 

point that made it incredibly difficult to 
keep looking at the data. 

One shocking statistic from NYC’s 

Hetrick-Martin Institute showed that 

homeless queer females aged 13-15 who 

they had encountered reported that 50% –

HALF- were homeless because they ran away after being raped by a 
father or brother to ‘cure’ them [4]. 

Sick yet? I am. There’s more data out there, lots of it, but 

somewhere between lines like 58% of gay homeless youth sexually 

victimized and 44% of them being approached to engage in sex to 
meet basic needs [5], I hit my limit for looking at it. 

That leaves us with the overriding question: Why? Why does this 
happen? 

The closest I’ve seen a study come to pointing at a cause is 
lead to two things: 

1. People are coming out at younger ages, which means they 
are more likely to come out as adolescents. 

2. Families who have “little guidance on how to support positive 
development for gay and transgender children” [6]. 

I want to rant, to scream, I want to shout and point fingers at a 

stew of toxic modern Christianity, Traditional American Family Values, 

and a fundamental lack of education about queer people. I want to 

point to political organizations that demonize trans and LGBT people, 

that paint us as freaks or perverts or predators. I want to blame 
something. 

https://www.quora.com/What-makes-parents-reject-their-transgender-or-gender-nonconforming-children/answer/Jae-Alexis-Lee
https://www.quora.com/profile/Jae-Alexis-Lee
http://www.quora.com/
http://markup.andreloker.de/#lQKBv
http://markup.andreloker.de/#qeBKt
http://markup.andreloker.de/#SEYOu
http://markup.andreloker.de/#QbnzM
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But if I’m going to blame anything, it isn’t the Church, and it 

isn’t the Family Research Council or the American College of 
Pediatricians. The enemy is ignorance.218 

Pointing fingers and laying blame doesn’t give us a path 

forward, and ultimately, understanding who perpetuated the status 

quo is less important than understanding that the core problem is 

ignorance and working to fight ignorance the only way we can: with 
education.219 

One of the absolute worst parts of my transition was standing in 

the living room of my Catholic grandparents the Thanksgiving after I 

came out. I was ranted at and lectured while I desperately tried to 

educate them and dispel the myths and misconceptions about trans 

people that they had internalized. What they thought their spiritual 

leaders were telling them, what their trusted information providers 

were telling them, what their chosen political representatives were 

telling them. All of it combined into a family confrontation that left me 
shaking and in tears. 

I’m lucky. I’m a grown woman. I got in my car, and I drove 

home to my loving and supportive wife. Trans youth can’t do that. 

When what my grandparents did to me happens to them, that’s when 
we wind up with homeless youth. 

If you want to know why trans youth become evicted, the easy 

answer is to say that their parents are horrible abusive monsters and 

that their parents must be ignorant and uneducated blue collar 

workers or denizens of the Bible Belt. That this is something that only 

“bad families” could do. But that’s a stereotype every bit as 

inaccurate as the ones people buy into about trans folk. The family 

members I dealt with have an education with multiple graduate 

degrees living in the progressive Pacific Northwest within commuting 

distance of hipster Portland. They aren’t alone, and they are every bit 

as representative of the families that reject queer children as the 

Midwestern oil rig worker, the deep Southern tobacco farmer, and 

any other demographic you’d care to conjure that might be 

uncomfortable discovering that their child is different. These issues 

aren’t a problem that’s limited to some distant ‘red state,’ some 

different socio-economic class, some different ethnic group. 

Ostracization is a matter we deal with everywhere in homes and 
families across the country. 

The only way we stop the growing tide of homeless LGBT youth 

is with education. In many places, we’re seeing curriculum proposed 

in schools to teach children about LGBT people and issues, and I hope 

that the problems of today will fade as future generations are more 

informed about these matters. But now, right now, we need to reach 

the parents and grandparents, the pastors and the priests, the 

politicians and the pundits. We need them to understand us, and the 
only way that happens is if they get to know us. 
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Part of what I do as an advocate is to read what the “other 

side” says about trans issues. More often than not, what I find are 

distortions of facts, information out of context, and outright 

fabrications. That’s why we have homeless LGBT youth. Because the 

only information that’s reaching parents is bad information and 

because they don’t know what to do when confronted with something 
they grew up believing is wrong within their family. 

My grandmother went to her priest for advice and what she 

found, I think, surprised both of us. Her pastor said, “God’s job is to 
judge. Your job is to love.”220  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Appendix 10b: When My Daughter Said, 'I'm Gay' 

by an unnamed evangelical pastor 

It was Saturday night on Valentine's Day weekend, and my 

wife and I were watching the late news. Our daughter Tess walked 
into the room, handed us a note, and walked away. 

The note said, "I am gay. I am happy this way. And if you really 

love me, you won't try to change me, and you will not try to talk with 
me221 about this." 

Tess was 16, a junior in high school. The dreams we had for her 
life changed dramatically that night. Our lives did too. 

She never chose to be a pastor's kid, but she was one. And she 

had experienced some significant struggles. Now, with one bold 

stroke, she let us know that whatever choices we had made in life so 
far, she was making her own choices from here on out. 

That night was harder for me than the nights when either of my 

parents died. Something truly died within me that night. And yet 
something new was born. 

After reading the note, tears flowed. Cheryl and I looked at 

each other and knew we had to respond. No matter what the note 

said, we had to reach out to our daughter. We had to communicate 

what was most important. Each of us went separately to Tess's room to 
say what needed to be said. 

"Tess, we're not going to try to talk you out of this, but we'd like 

to talk." She let each of us us in the room. We both hugged her and 

said, "We are so proud of you for telling us. We know this was a hard 

http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-NNVdl
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-NNVdl
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-bmANG
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-bmANG
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-lQKBv
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-lQKBv
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-qeBKt
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-qeBKt
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-SEYOu
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-SEYOu
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-QbnzM
http://markup.andreloker.de/#cite-QbnzM
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thing for you to do. You are our daughter and we have always loved 
you and we always will." 

We told her that we would respect her wishes and not try to 

talk her out of this. Those were the right words to say. Did we really 

understand what was happening to our family right at that moment? I 
don't fully know. 

I cried more that night than at any other time of my life. I 

feared for Tess's future. She'd had serious struggles over the last few 

years and had talked about suicide. Would this path only be more 

dangerous for her? She'd told us many times she wasn't sure she 

wanted God222 in her life, and I suspected that her announcement 

was her way of telling us that she was walking away from God, though 
I hoped it wasn't. 

That night I shook with a trembling that I could not control. It 

felt like someone had kicked me in the gut. My wife and I prayed 

because it was all we could do. We prayed because there was no 

where else to go. We didn't know how this was going to turn out, but 
we both knew that our world had suddenly changed.223 

Appendix 10c: Why my Parents Reject me? 

One late night at the end of her sophomore year of college, 

Jackie sat in her parked car and made a phone call that would 

forever change the course of her life. An attractive sorority girl with 

almond eyes and delicate dimples, she was the product of a 

charmed Boise, Idaho, upbringing: a father who worked in finance, a 

private school education, a pool in the backyard, all the advantages 

that an upper-middle-class suburban childhood can provide – along 
with all the expectations attendant to that privilege. 

“There was a standard to meet,” Jackie says. “And I had met 

that standard my whole life. I was a straight-A student, the president of 

every club, I was in every sport. I remember my first day of college, my 

parents came with me to register for classes, and they sat down with 

my adviser and said, ‘So, what’s the best way to get her into law 
school?'” 

Jackie just followed her parents’ lead understanding implicitly 

that discipline and structure went hand in hand with her family’s 

devout Catholic beliefs. She attended Mass three times a week, 

volunteered as an altar server and was the fourth generation of her 

family to attend her Catholic school; her grandfather had helped tile 
the cathedral.  

“My junior year of high school, my parents thought it was weird 

that I’d never had a boyfriend,” she says, “so I knew I was supposed to 

get one. And I did. It was all just a rational thought process. None of it 
was emotionally involved.” 



182 

After graduating, Jackie attended nearby University of Idaho, 

where she rushed a sorority at her parents’ prompting. She chose a 

triple major of which they approved. “I remember walking out of the 

sorority house to go to Walmart or something, and I stopped at the 

door and thought to myself, ‘Should I tell someone I’m leaving?'” she 

says. “It was the first time in my life where I could just go somewhere 
and be my own person.” 

In fact, it took the freedom of college for Jackie to even realize 

who her “own person” was. “Growing up, I knew that I felt different, 

but when you grow up Catholic, you don’t really know gay is an 

option,” she says. “I grew up in a household that said ‘fag’ a lot. We 

called people ‘fags,’ or things were ‘faggy.'” Her only sex-ed class was 

taught by a priest, and all she remembers him saying is, “‘Don’t 

masturbate and don’t be gay.’ I didn’t know what those words 
meant, so I just hoped to God that I wasn’t doing either of them.” 

When Jackie got to college, the “typical gay sorority 

encounters” she found herself having didn’t seem to qualify as 

anything more than youthful exploration; she thought all girls drunkenly 

made out with their best friends. By her sophomore year, she was 

dating a fraternity brother but was also increasingly turned on by a 

friend she worked with at the campus women’s center. “I was just 

playing it off as ‘So maybe I’m just gay for you – I mean, I don’t have 

to tell my boyfriend’ kind of thing,” she says. “I knew what I wanted, 

but it was never something I ever envisioned that I could have on a 

public level.” And yet, as her friendship with this woman turned 

physical and their relationship grew more serious, Jackie saw her 

future shrinking before her: a heterosexual marriage, children, church 

and the knowledge that all of it was based on a lie. “I honestly thought 

my whole life I was just going to be an undercover gay,” she says, 
shaking her head in disbelief. 

For better or worse, that plan was never to be. Toward the end 

of her sophomore year, Jackie got a text message from one of her 

sorority sisters who said she’d been seen kissing another girl, after 

which certain sisters started making it clear that they were not 

comfortable around Jackie. (“You’re living in the same house 

together,” she says, “and, of course, to close-minded people, if 

somebody’s gay, that means you’re automatically interested in all 80 

of them.”) Eventually, she went before her chapter’s executive board 

and became the first sorority girl at her college to ever come out, at 

which point she realized that if she didn’t tell her parents, someone 

else would. “I was convinced somebody was going to blast it on 
Facebook.” 

So while Jackie hoped for the best, she knew the call she was 

making had the potential to not end well. “You can’t hate me after I 

say this,” she pleaded when, alarmed to be receiving a call in the 
middle of the night, her mom picked up the phone. 
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“Oh, my God, you’re pregnant” was her mom’s first response, 

before running through a litany of parental fears. “Are you in jail? Did 

you get expelled? Are you in trouble? What happened? What did you 

do?” Suddenly her mom’s silence matched Jackie’s own. “Oh, my 
God,” she murmured in disbelief. “Are you gay?” 

“Yeah,” Jackie forced herself to say. 

After what felt like an eternity, her mom finally responded. “I 

don’t know what we could have done for God to have given us a fag 
as a child,” she said before hanging up. 

As soon as the line went dead, Jackie began sobbing. Still, she 

convinced herself that her parents would come around and accept 

her, despite what they perceived to be her flaw. As planned, she 

drove to Canada to celebrate her birthday with friends. When her 

debit card didn’t work on the second day of the trip, she figured it was 
because she was in another country.  

Once back in the States, however, she got a call from her 

older brother. “He said, ‘Mom and Dad don’t want to talk to you, but 

I’m supposed to tell you what’s going to happen,'” Jackie recalls. 

“And he’s like, ‘All your cards are going to be shut off, and Mom and 

Dad want you to take the car and drop it off at this specific location. 

Your phone’s going to last for this much longer. They don’t want you 

coming to the house, and you’re not to contact them. You’re not 

going to get any money from them. Nothing. And if you don’t return 

the car, they’re going to report it stolen.’ And I’m just bawling. I hung 
up on him because I couldn’t handle it.”  

From that moment, Jackie knew that she was entirely on her 

own, that she had no home, no money and no family who would help 

her – and that this was the terrible price she’d pay for being a 
lesbian.224 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Related Videos: 

 Mary McAleese, Irish Catholic Mother who Goes Up against the 

Church to protect her gay son, 24-minute video, go to 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y7laFwqGIvE 

 Stephen Fry, a British actor, who happens to be gay, offers this 

critique as part of the public debate in 2009 on the topic: Whether 

the Catholic Church is a force for good in the world,’ 20-minute 
video, go to https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1SJ6AV31MxA225 

 What Would You Do?: Son comes out to Mormon family, 7-minute 
video, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BnY_V4X1C8M 

 Dr. Phil: Father devastated when he found out that his son Zach 

wants to transition to biologically become a woman, 5-minute 
video, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r6AQ_85U7Q0 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y7laFwqGIvE
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~~~~~~~~~Please remember, if you are an LGBT teen in need of help, 

the National Runaway Switchboard at 1-800-RUNAWAY can help you.

http://www.1800runaway.org/
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Appendix 10d: Why Children Reject their Parents  

Karen Doherty, an organizer of the Conference of Catholic Lesbians, tells her own personal 

story of the meeting that she had in 1984 with Cardinal John O’Connor in NYC: 

So again, [this] was one of those naïve, hopeful beliefs that if they [the bishops] 

would only hear us [lesbian women] and hear our story, then they’d change. 

And I did remember thinking about him, because his predecessor would not 

meet at all with lesbian and gay groups, that at least he [Cardinal John 

O’Connor] did.  

And he didn’t come in with a battery of advisors or canon lawyers, or anyone. 

He came in alone. So he met alone with about ten or twelve representatives 

from the various groups, including Dignity and CCL [Conference of Catholic 

Lesbians]. And he listened to what people had to say. And there was some 

heated exchange.  

And what he ended the meeting [with] was that the teachings of the church 

are very deep on this issue, and. and I’ve heard you, but I do not see that 

there is going to be any change whatsoever. And I remember (cries as she tells 

this story) a man sitting next to me that had lost his children [when he came 

out as gay] starting to cry. And all the Catholics crying because there was no 

escape [from our situation]. You were hearing it, that no matter what, we [the 

bishops] can’t take you as you are. And I remember just sitting there feeling 

bad. And there was just a sense of resolve that we were going to go on 

[despite the bishops]. 

(http://www.lgbtran.org/Exhibits/OralHistory/Doherty/KDoherty.pdf) 

After hearing many cases of parents disowning their children, I 

did not want to overlook the grief felt by parents who have heard their 

bishops abandon them.  At the same time, this narrative tells the story 

of how parents often get abandoned by their children.  They do this, in 

large part, because they feel betrayed by the dark secrets that their 

parents have concealed from them and because they feel ashamed 

of their parent’s choice of a homosexual life-style.  Underneath it all is 
the nasty logic of Ratzinger’s dogma of homosexuality.   

 

As Jesus noted, “A good tree bears good fruit; a bad tree 
bears bad fruit.”   
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Appendix 11: What the Future Holds 

Some ten years ago, I asked Jessica, my seventeen-year old 

daughter, whether she wanted to invite any of her school chums to 

join our family for our Mass and breakfast on Sunday morning. She 
responded, “I can’t do that, Dad.” 

“Oh, and why not?” I responded 

“Many of my friends are struggling, as you know, with their 

sexual orientation. I can’t risk having them being slammed by 
something nasty that our priest might say about homosexuals.” 

Her words stopped me short. They brought a great sadness to 

my heart, for I knew that it was true.  This troubled me greatly, but I was 

not yet ready to stand up and to make a difference. . . .  I settled for 

kicking the benches whenever my pastor spoke about “active 
homosexuals desecrating the Body of Christ.” 

The Time for Patience Has Run Out 

As I was furiously writing long hours to finish this book, I 

happened to pick up “The Imitation Game” from my public library.  

This film is the life story of Alan Turing, a boy genius who goes on to 

create a computing machine that broke the U-boat codes and 
shortened WWII by two years saving fourteen million lives. 

 

This film was important for me because it allows me to see how 

the homosexual inclination emerges in the life of a very-talented 

English schoolboy.226  Turing is ruthlessly badgered by all his classmates 

save for Christopher.  This one boy has the ability to listen deeply and 

to understanding something about Turing that he is not able to 

accept in himself. . . .  But Christopher commits suicide and Turing no 

longer has any buffer between himself and the menacing world of 

hateful boys that make his everyday life a living hell.  Turing senses that 

he is different from other boys, that he is “queer.”  But, now, with 
Christopher gone, he again feels utterly alone in his queerness.   

 

Well, not quite.  Later in life, as a man in his mid-thirties doing 

top secret work on breaking German U-boat codes, he finds another 

person who understands him, Joan Clarke.  She happens to be a 

highly intelligent woman who is also a puzzle-solving genius.  More 

importantly, however, she has the ability to listen deeply and to 

understanding something about Turing that he is not able to 

understand or accept in himself. . . .  There is a critical exchange that 
reveals this.  Here it is.  
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The year is 1946.  The war is over.  Alan and Joan have now 

been separated for many months, but now she shows up suddenly at 

his doorstep.  She comes in and sits down.  Turing is clumsily trying to 

clear away some dirty dishes.  He drops a wine glass and gets down 
on all fours and tries to pick up the big pieces with a shaking hand: 

Jane: Your hands.  You’re twitching. 

Alan: No. No they’re not.  [He turns away to hide his hands.] 

Jane: Alan. . . . 

Alan: [Now he faces her.] It’s the medication. 

Jane: The medication . . . ? 

Alan: Uh, well, the judge game me, um, a choice, uh, either 
two years in prison or ho..., hormonal therapy. 

Jane: Oh, my God! 

Alan: Yes, yes, that’s right.  Chemical castration.  Um, to, un, to 

cure me of my, um... [chuckles] homosexual predelections.  Well, of 
course I chose that.  I mean,  I... couldn’t... work in prison, and . . . . 

Jane: All right.   Now I’m going to speak to your doctors.  I’m 
going to speak to your lawyers.  

Alan: I’m... I’m fine. 

Jane: Please let me help you. 

Alan: No, I, uh, don’t need your help, thank you.  [He walks 
away.] 
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Jane: [Rising and following him.] Alan, you do not have to do 
this alone. 

Alan: I’m not alone.  [He wobbles closer to Christopher.] Never 

have been.  [He touches his computer.]  Christopher has become so 

smart.  If I don’t continue my treatment, they’ll take him away from 

me.  You... [He begins to tear up.]  You can’t let them do that.  You 

can’t. [Choaking] You can’t let them leave me alone.  [Sobbing] I 
don’t want to be alone. 

Jane: [Approaches and hugs him.] All right.  All right.  It’s all 

right.  Come and sit down.  [She guides him to a chair.]  It’s all right.  

[Joan, standing behind the chair, has her two hands on Turing’s 

shoulders.  He gently covers her hands with his.] This morning I was on 

a train that went through a city that wouldn't exist if it wasn't for you. I 

bought a ticket from a man who would likely be dead if it wasn't for 

you. I read up on your work... a whole field of scientific inquiry that 
only exists because of you.  

[pause]  

Jane: Now, if you wish you could have been normal... I can 

promise you I do not. The world is an infinitely better place precisely 
because you weren't. . . .    

Alan: Do you really think that? 

Jane: I think that sometimes it is the people who nobody thinks 
anything of who do the things that no one can imagine. 

 

  Then, the film closes with the 

burning of all the evidence of Alan 

Turing’s brilliant top-secret code-

breaking efforts during the war.  As 

the evidence is being destroyed, the 

film offers a gruesome set of 

reminders of how the life of Turing 

and his look-alikes were also being 
destroyed: 

 

 

 

 

 A year after the government mandated hormonal therapy, 

Turing committed suicide on June 7th, 1954.  He was 41. 

 Between 1885 and 1967, approximately 49,000 were convicted 

of gross indecency [homosexuality] under British Law. 

 In 2013, Queen Elizabeth II granted Turing a posthumous royal 

pardon, honoring his unprecedented                               

achievements. 
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The screen writers could have deleted these gruesome 

reminders.  Happily, a royal pardon did eventually come.  For Turing, 

however, it was too little and too late.  Jane had tried to express to 

Alan just how precious his life was as a gay, as an antisocial genius, as 

an explorer.  But her persuasive and loving message was drowned out 

by the official party line that classified him as a sexual predator and 
sexual deviant.   

What would the U.S. Catholic bishops make of this movie?  

One can hardly know.  There would undoubtedly be a few who would 

lament the passing of an era wherein law-enforcement dedicated 

itself to apprehending and punishing sexual deviants like Alan Turing.  

Many more, however, would lament the fact the U.S. Supreme Court 

ruling of 16 June 2015 had the effect of striking down all State laws 

that obstruct the official recognition of same-sex marriages.  For the 

bishops, however, God’s Law trumps human law.  Since then a vocal 

minority of bishops has been zealously orchestrating a campaign to 

shame and marginalize any Catholic who supports or who enters into 
a same-sex union.   

Teachers are fired in my archdiocese for supporting youths 

who come out as gays or lesbians.  Lesbian couples in my 

parish who are active contributors to parish activities live in fear 

that their pastor will find out and that their ministries and/or 

their right to take Communion at the Sunday worship might be 

withdrawn.  A gay Catholic suffering from a heart attack was 

denied the last rites by a self-righteous hospital chaplain 

because he “refused to repent of his lifelong homosexuality.”  

Zeal for God’s law is the leading cause for strife and 

persecution within religious bodies today.  The Taliban expresses their 

zeal for the Quran by excluding girls from getting an education and 

by promoting morality police assigned to dab black paint on the 

“exposed” arms and ankles of any woman walking outdoors whom 
they deem to be “immodestly dressed.”   

Within Catholic circles, another kind of Taliban is at work.  They 

are just as misguided and cruel as the Taliban in Kabul.  Their zeal for 

God clouds their judgment.  They lie awake at night plotting the 

demise of anyone who dares to call themselves “Catholic” if they do 
not, at the same time, despise and outlaw same-sex unions.  
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  It is painfully for me to see my beloved Church as under the 

grips of a doctrine that is malicious and evil.  Joseph Ratzinger was 

once a young, patriotic lad who participated in the “Hitler Youth” 

programs.  There he was taught that “German homosexuals” were 

spreading a degenerate disease that contaminated the “pure 

Germanic bloodline.” Did the young Ratzinger report “closet 

homosexuals” to his superiors?  We will never know.227  What we do 

know, however, is that Ratzinger grew up with a supreme reliance 

upon his own personal judgment when it came time to analyze and 

condemn homosexuals. We also know that Ratzinger did not hesitate 

to challenge anyone who disagreed with him and to use the weight 

of his office to silence them and to remove their right to minister if they 
did not come around to entirely accepting his point of view.    

The Signs of the Times 

Some mothers are emerging who are vocally fighting back 

against the hierarchy in order to protect the lives of those they love.  

The story of Mary McAleese best illustrates this welcome change.  

Highlighting the experiences of her son, Justin McAleese, a married 
gay man, she said “the church has a lot to answer for.”  

He used to rush out in the morning; he was the first out to mass, loved being an 

altar boy, loved the church; loved the magic and the mystique of it. And then 

to discover when he was in his teens that that same church has a view on him 

which is inimical to the way God made him and to retreat into the shadows of 

self-doubt, of misery, of being really frightened. That is un-Christian; that is 

worse than uncharitable in my view; that has to stop.228  

It is a sign of the times that the Catholics of Ireland voted 

overwhelmingly in favor of allowing for civil marriages of same-sex 

couples.  Voters were asked whether to add to the Constitution that 

"marriage may be contracted in accordance with law by two persons 

without distinction as to their 

sex". The proposal was supported 

by the Government as well as all 

major political parties and was 
approved by 62.07% of voters.   

While the Irish bishops 

campaigned steadily in favor of 

squashing this initiative, the 

majority of the Catholics of 

Ireland tacitly said to their 

bishops that Ratzinger’s Doctrine 

is unconvincing and that “the 

love choices” of homosexuals 

need to be recognized and 

honored by a society bent upon 

securing the welfare of all its 
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citizens.  On a much more profound level, however, the people of 

Ireland were making room for affirming gay and lesbian unions as 

responsible and life-affirming and permanent arrangements.  This is 
something that the Irish bishops have seemingly overlooked.    

Rev. Tony Flannery, co-founder of the reform-minded 

Association of Catholic Priests in Ireland, estimates that 25% of Ireland’s 

priests would vote for the referendum.  Flannery announced that he, 

too, will be voting yes in an op-ed for Ireland’s Sunday Independent. 

Rejecting Church doctrine on homosexuality as “inhuman,” he said he 

sees the referendum as a chance to demonstrate Ireland’s potential 
for inclusivity: 

For me, the really Christian thing is to give them [gays and lesbians] a strong 

and clear message that they are loved and accepted just as they are, and 

that they deserve to be treated with the same dignity as the rest of us.229 

If the U.S. Catholic bishops were playing with a full deck of 

cards, then they would allow that there are certain “weak spots” and 

“pastoral hazards” in Ratzinger’s Doctrine. But this is decidedly not the 

case.  The U.S. Catholic bishops are not even willing to allow that 

Cardinal Ratzinger made his judgments at a time when the general 

public and the experts themselves were still influenced by faulty and 

incomplete notions of homosexuality.  If they would dare say 

something like this, then it would follow that the Ratzinger’s Doctrine 

needed to be reexamined in view of what we now know.  The hard-

liners, however, refuse to budge--Ratzinger’s Doctrine represents not 

only the best, first words regarding homosexuality, it represents the 
definitive, final words as well. 

Lessons from the Synod on the Family 

  During the Synod on the 

Family in 2015, Pope Francis had 

insisted that the planners should 

include “lots of discussion.” Pope 

Francis has again and again pressed 

the bishops to embrace “open 

dialogue” as the essential dimension 

in all responsible moral decision 

making.  In his opening address at 

the Synod, Pope Francis made it absolutely clear that, under his 

watch, no one was going to be rewarded by following the party line 

or by repeating the words of past or present popes.230  Thus, Pope 

Francis insisted that "free and open dialogue" must be embraced as 

the required methodology whereby the bishops would securely arrive 

at collegial resolutions for the knotty pastoral problems placed before 
them. 

http://www.associationofcatholicpriests.ie/
http://www.independent.ie/opinion/comment/gods-love-is-not-diminished-by-ones-sexual-orientation-31191224.html
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Here are some of the detailed instructions that Pope Francis 
gave his brother Bishops: 

A basic general condition is this: to speak clearly.  No one must say: “This can’t 

be said; he will think of me this way or that.”  It is necessary to say everything 

that is felt with parrhesia [Greek: rhetoric boldness or frankness of 

speech].   

After the last Consistory (Synod of 2014), in which there was talk of the family, a 

Cardinal wrote to me saying: too bad that some Cardinals didn’t have the 

courage to say some things out of respect for the Pope, thinking, perhaps, that 

the Pope thought something different. 

This is not good; this is not synodality (=collegiality), because it is necessary to 

say everything that in the Lord one feels should be said, with[-out] human 

respect, without fear.  And, at the same time, one must listen with humility and 

receive with an open heart what the brothers say.  Synodality will be exercised 

with these two attitudes.231 

Thus, during this Synod, bishops who had been intimidated by 

the “intrinsically disordered” doctrine of Cardinal Ratzinger began to 

speak up. Thus, the midterm Synod report noted that homosexuals 

“have gifts and qualities to offer the Christian community” and that 

“homosexual unions” sometime demonstrate “mutual assistance to 

the point of sacrifice,” a quality that distinguishes Jesus’ love for his 

disciples/church. Hence, the opening instruction by Pope Francis was 
beginning to bear good results. 

The Rally of the Catholic Taliban 

But then the Australian George Cardinal Pell232 slammed down 

his fist and vowed to stop those “attempting to hijack the Synod.” He 

and his conservative followers, from that point onward, began to push 

back against the “welcoming words” included in the midterm Synod 

report.  Their rallying cry was “We cannot change doctrine,”233 and, by 

this, they tacitly meant that, when it comes to discussing 

homosexuality, Cardinal Ratzinger’s instructions to the bishops 
constituted a permanent and unchangeable “doctrine.”234 

As a result of Pell’s intervention and the rallying of conservative 

voices, the positive tone found in the midterm report was lost.  The 

original section heading—”welcoming homosexuals”—was changed 

to “pastoral attention to persons with homosexual orientation.” The 

statement that same-sex unions can be a “precious support in the life 

of the partners” was entirely removed and, in its place, the final report 

quoted Cardinal Ratzinzer’s 2003 document: “There are absolutely no 

grounds for considering homosexual unions to be in any way similar or 
even remotely analogous to God’s plan for marriage and family.”235 

If the Church does not return to the practice of subsidiarity and 

collegiality, even Pope Francis realizes that the next pope could 

entirely undo everything that he has begun.  What the Synod 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parrhesia
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demonstrates is that more discerning and loving voices are there to 

be heard but, for the moment, they are still downed out by the 
episcopal appointments236 made by the last two popes.     

What Does the Future Hold? 

It is just a matter of time before the “Francis Effect” will flourish 
at all levels of Church life.  Meanwhile. . . .  

What is certain is that Catholics are not going to strand by idly 

and to permit bishops and priests to act unjustly and cruelly toward 

gays and lesbians. “As long as you did it to the least of these, my 
brothers [and sisters], you did it to me” (Matt 25:40). 

What is certain is that parents, who love their children deeply 

“as God created them,” are going to increasingly face down the 

bishops and priests who want to impose the cruel, unbiblical, and 
toxic Ratzinger’s Doctrine upon their children.  

What is certain is that the family and friends who joyously 

celebrate the civil weddings of same-sex couples on Saturday are not 

going to turn their backs upon them on Sundays when, during the 
Eucharist, they are often treated like pariahs. 

What is certain is that the Catholics of Germany are going to 

be the first to accept the “Blessing Ceremony for Same-Sex 

Couples”237 that their bishops are preparing and that the grace of this 

“sacrament” will be to bless “the new ways of loving that God has 

opened up” and to nullify Ratzinger’s disordered thoughts on sexuality 
once and for all. 

What is certain is that to the degree that bishops fire teachers, 

deny Communion, and decline to allow burial rites for GLBTI Catholics, 

to that degree will they be distrusted in all their affairs and consigned 
to the depths of hell (Matt 25:31-46). 

What is certain is that the current preoccupation with “sexual 

purity” is going to fade away as soon as Catholics realize that Jesus 

opposed the Jewish Taliban of his day and that the Gospels offer us his 

strategies for silencing the Taliban that corrupts Church teaching 
today.    

Reflections during the Eucharist 

At Mass last Sunday, I noticed Margaret, a pious fifty-year-old 

housewife with four children. She confided in me that she prays every 

Sunday that at least one of her children will turn out to be gay or 

lesbian. When I inquire as to why, she says, “Because I feel especially 
called to nurture a child who has received such a rare gift from God.” 

Then I imagine Pope Francis giving Margaret four minutes to 

address the Synod. . . . She ends up asking the assembled bishops: 

“This inspiration of mine: where did it come from? Was it from heaven, 
or of human origin?” (Matt 21:25) 
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As my spiritual family moves forward to take Communion, I 

noticed that some take the body of Christ but refuse the cup of his 

blood. Nancy is among them. Some time back, she warned me, in 

hushed tones, against ‘the homo-germs left on the rim of the chalice 

by closet homosexuals who have no shame and presume to receive 
communion.’ I silently pray for her. . . . 

Then I imagine that Pope Francis gave Nancy her four minutes 

to address the Synod . . . not to inspire them but to reveal to them how 
a homophobic underground exists within the Church. 

But, by the end of Mass, my thoughts turn to pure joy—joy that I 

am caught up in the social revolution that is ‘rocking’ the bark of Peter 

as it perilously attempts to cross over ‘to the other side.’238 Jesus is 

sleeping ‘like a rock’ at the back of the boat (Mark 4:35 and par.).  In 

my moments of fear, I am tempted to awaken him. In my moments of 

despair, I cannot hold back and I awaken him. When he awakes, he 
challenges me saying, “Why are you afraid?” 

 

Fraternally, 
Aaron 
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Appendix 12: How to Safeguard Yourself, 

your Family, and your Parish in Harmony 

with Pope Francis 

  

The forward progress of preaching the Gospel of truth and 

justice and of promoting Church reform is impeded by a series of 

seven bad decisions inside the Church that have turned the sheep 

into wolves and turned love into hate (Did 16:4).  Among the seven, 

the Ratzinger Doctrine is the most dangerous for our your people; 
hence, it has been the special topic for this book.  

These seven bad decisions were arrived at without adequate 

consultation and without the collegial process that was the hallmark 

of discovering the truth at Vatican II.  These decisions were based 

upon defective biblical studies, faulty historical studies, and the near 
absence of pastoral and psychological consultation.  

When free and informed consent was not forthcoming, the 

Vatican abandoned the route of persuasion and resorted to the use 

of raw power to impose their views on dissenting bishops, priests, and 

theologians.  This mounting use of coercion runs against the way of 

Jesus and further discredits those using authoritarian measures to prop 

up positions inherently flawed.  Fear and distrust have replaced the 

faith-filled discussions and mutual love that are necessary for a Church 
community to survive and to thrive. 

Pope Francis is keenly aware of this problem and he invites you 

to work in harmony with him to bring the Good News into your heart, 

into your family, and into your parish church. The purpose of these 

closing words is to offer you a strategic orientation that will empower 
you to bring about the kind of Church that Jesus wants us to be. . . . 

 

Pope Francis met with his fellow bishops in the Cathedral of 

Saint Matthew, Washington, D.C., on Wednesday, 23 September 2015. 

At that time, he presented the model and the strategy that someone 

attached to Jesus must use if s/he would enter into a grace-filled 
dialogue.  

In the chapters in this book, I have informed you of the shaky 

ground that our bishops have used to promote the Gospel of Jesus 

Christ. Now that you are taking stock and getting yourself ready to 

challenge these misguided and harmful positions as unworthy of the 

Gospel and as an obstacle to God’s truth, it is helpful to consider how 

Pope Francis directs his attention to his fellow bishops at a time when 
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he is keenly aware that many of them distrust the path he has taken 

because they are persuaded that his ministry is calculated to ruin the 

Church rather than to reform it. Consider, therefore, the points that 

Pope Francis made in his twenty-minute address. Ask yourself if this is 

the strategy that you yourself need to take when addressing those 
who disagree with you: 

  

#1 I have not come to judge you or to lecture you. I trust 

completely in the voice of the One who “teaches all things” (Jn 14:26). 

Allow me only, in the freedom of love, to speak to you as a brother 
among brothers. . . . 

  

#2 It [our mission] is not about preaching complicated 

doctrines, but joyfully proclaiming Christ who died and rose for our 

sake. The “style” of our mission should make our hearers feel that the 
message we preach is meant “for us”. 

  

#3 Certainly it is helpful for a bishop to have the farsightedness 

of a leader and the shrewdness of an administrator, but we fall into 

hopeless decline whenever we confuse the power of strength with the 
strength of that powerlessness with which God has redeemed us. 

  

#4 We [bishops] are promoters of the culture of encounter. . . . 

The path ahead, then, is dialogue among yourselves, dialogue in your 

presbyterates, dialogue with lay persons, dialogue with families, 

dialogue with society. I cannot ever tire of encouraging you to 
dialogue fearlessly. 

  

#5 [Without authentic dialogue] we fail to understand the 

thinking of others, or to realize deep down that the brother or sister we 

wish to reach and redeem, with the power and the closeness of love, 

counts more than their positions, distant as they may be from what we 
hold as true and certain. 

  

  #6 Harsh and divisive language 

does not befit the tongue of a pastor, it 

has no place in his heart; although it 

may momentarily seem to win the day, 

only the enduring allure of goodness 

and love remains truly convincing. . . . 

The richer the heritage which you are 

called to share with parrhesia, the more 

eloquent should be the humility with 
which you should offer it. . . . 
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#7 Whenever a hand [of yours] reaches out to do good or to 

show the love of Christ, to dry a tear or bring comfort to the lonely, to 

show the way to one who is lost or to console a broken heart, to help 

the fallen or to teach those thirsting for truth, to forgive or to offer a 

new start in God… know that the Pope is at your side, the Pope 

supports you. He puts his hand on your own, a hand wrinkled with age, 
but by God’s grace still able to support and encourage.239 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

I close with the words of the Negro Spiritual: 

 

Love is the answer, hate is a cancer 

Hope of forgiveness, it waters the soul 

Our blood is red, we're not so different 

'Cause underneath our skin we're identical 

 

[Pre-Chorus] 

White flag in hand, we're not gonna fight 

No lines in the sand, I'm on your side 

Invisible, no color life, oh 

It's time we put our, oh, put our differences aside 

 

[Chorus] 

Oh, time tells no lies 

He keeps changing, and ticking, and moving, then passes by 

But if you're lucky, it will be kind 

Oh, like a river flowing through time, oh 

 

[Post-Chorus] 

(Like a river) let it wash you clean 

(Mighty river) going up stream 

(Like a river) cutting through right 

(Mighty river) 'cause it never gives up 

(Like a river) so full of life 

(Mighty river) liquid like time 

(Like a river) let it wash away 

(Mighty river) the pain from yesterday 

 

For entire song as sung by Mary J. Blinge, go to: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yd2ht5aF-2E



200 

 

Stories Needing To Be Heard 

Catholic Narratives 

Bayly, Michael J., Creating Safe Environments for LGBT Students: A 

Catholic Schools Perspective (Harrington Park Press, 2007). 

Evans, Amie M. and Trebor Healey, Queer and Catholic (Routledge, 

Aug. 2008). 

Godfrey, Donal, Gays and Grays: The Story of the Gay Community at 

Most Holy Redeemer Catholic Parish (Lexington Books, 2007). 

Lopata, Mary Ellen, Fortunate Families: Catholic Families with 

Lesbian Daughters and Gay Sons (Trafford Publishing, 2006). 

McGinley, Duggan, Acts of Faith, Acts of Love: Gay Catholic 

Autobiographies as Sacred Texts (Continuum International, 2006). 

Murray, Paul Edward, Life in Paradox: The Story of a Gay Catholic 

Priest (O Books, July 2008). 

Selmys, Melinda, Sexual Authenticity: An Intimate Reflection on 

Homosexuality and Catholicism  (Our Sunday Visitor, 2009). 

Simpson, Archbishop Bruce J., Gay Face of God. 2nd edition 

(CreateSpace, 2009). 

Tedesco, Mark, That Undeniable Longing: My Journey to and from 

the Priesthood (Academy Chicago Publishers, 2006). 

Weakland, Rembert G., A Pilgrim in a Pilgrim Church: Memoirs of a 

Catholic Archbishop (Eerdmans, William B. Publishing Co., 2009). 



201 

Protestant Narratives 

Griffin, Horace L., Their Own Receive Them Not: African American 

Lesbians and Gays in Black Churches (Pilgrim Press/United Church 

Press, 2006). 

Jones, Greg B., Love of Another Kind: Developing a Curriculum for 

the Communion of Saints, Inclusive of Gays and Lesbians, in the Black 

Church (ProQuest / UMI, 2006). 

McCan, Robert L., Justice for Gays and Lesbians: Reclaiming 

Christian Fundamentals: Crisis and Challenge in the Episcopal 

Church (BookSurge Publishing, 2006). 

Udis-Kessler, Amanda, Queer Inclusion in the United Methodist 

Church (Taylor & Francis, Feb 2008. 

Same-sex Marriage 

Cahill, Sean, Same-Sex Marriage in the United States: Focus on the 

Facts (Rowman & Littlefield, 2004). 

Cantor, Donald J., et al., Same-Sex Marriage: The Legal and 

Psychological Evolution in America (Wesleyan University Press, 

forthcoming April 2006). 

Chauncey, George, Why Marriage? The History Shaping Today's 

Debate Over Gay Equality (Basic Books, 2004). 

Cretney, Stephen Michael, Same-Sex Relationships: From 'Odious 

Crime' to 'Gay Marriage' (Oxford University Press, 2006) (Clarendon 

Law Lectures). 

Eskridge, William N., Jr., The Case for Same-Sex Marriage: from 

Sexual Liberty to Civilized Commitment (Free Press, 1996).  

Eskridge, William N., Gay Marriage: For Better or For Worse? What 

We've Learned from the Evidence. (Oxford Univ. Press, 2006). 

Goldberg-Hiller, Jonathan, The Limits to Union: Same-Sex Marriage 

and the Politics of Civil Rights (Univ. of Michigan Press, 2002). 



202 

Gozemba, Patricia A., History of America's First Legal Same-Sex 

Marriages (Beacon Press, 2007). 

Mello, Michael, Legalizing Gay Marriage (Temple University Press, 

2004). 

Merin, Yuval, Equality for Same-Sex Couples : the Legal Recognition 

of Gay Partnerships in Europe and the United States (University of 

Chicago Press, 2002).  

Pinello, Daniel R., America's Struggle for Same-Sex Marriage 

(Cambridge University Press, 2006). 

Rosenfeld, Michael J., The Age of Independence: Interracial Unions, 

Same-Sex Unions, and the Changing American Family (Harvard 

University Press, March 2007).  

Snyder, R. Claire., Gay Marriage and Democracy: Equality for All 

(Rowman & Littlefield, 2006).  

Strasser, Mark, Legally Wed: Same-Sex Marriage and the Constitution 

(Cornell University Press, 1997).  

Wolfson, Evan, Why Marriage Matters: America, Equality, and Gay 

People's Right To Marry (Simon & Schuster, 2004). 

 



203 

 

Memorable Quotes 

 

 

You know Juan Carlos, that [being gay] 

does not matter. God made you like this. 

God loves you like this. The Pope loves 

you like this and you should love yourself 
and not worry about what people say.240 

~  Pope Francis 

 

 

We must take sides. . . . 

Silence encourages the tormentor, 

never the tormented. 

~  Eli Wiesel 

 

 

 

No matter how many degrees one has 

earned or how many ordinations that one 

has received, no one can escape their 

experiential starting point.  Anyone 

denying this is not sufficiently self-aware 

and cannot be trusted as a guide in 
resolving the issue of homosexuality. 

~ Dr. Aaron Milavec 

 

 

 

 

As I always tried to teach you –  

NEVER compromise who you are for 

someone else – and NEVER let anyone 

make you someone THEY want you to be.   

Be strong and take care of one another.  
~ Mike Moroski 
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Meet the Author 

  Aaron Milavec began his 

career as an innovative teacher and 

software developer.  After devoting 

twenty-five years to the training of future 

priests and lay ministers, Milavec turned 

his attention to gender studies and the 

empowerment of women.  For seven 

years (2007-2014) he collaborated with 

others in designing and operating 

Catherine of Siena Virtual College--an 

international, interactive center for the 

empowerment of women and men 

through online learning circles.  In his free time, he gravitated towards 

the arts: painting with water colors, glass blowing, creating ceramic 
pottery in the Maya tradition. 

In his youth, Milavec was fascinated with science.  After 

beginning graduate studies in physics, however, Milavec suffered an 

unexpected loss of faith in science.  At that point, he gravitated 

toward the philosophy of science and ended up with an abiding 

passion for religious inquiry and spiritual development.  While a 

Research Fellow at the University of Victoria, he completed an essay, 

"How Acts of Discovery Transform our Tacit Knowing Powers in both 
Scientific and Religious Inquiry," Zygon 42/2 (2006) 465-486. 

Milavec earned his B.S. in physics from the University of Dayton 

(Ohio), his S.T.B. from the University of Fribourg in 1968 and his Th.D. 
from the Graduate Theological Union (Berkeley) in 1973. 

Milavec has published fifteen books, eight chapters in 

collected works, and sixty journal articles.  His most recent book, 

Salvation Is from the Jews, is a soul-searching exploration of how 

Christians need to rethink their theology in order to be faithful to the 
Jewish heritage. 

If you appreciated the present book, you might be interested 

in the eBook below since it takes the analysis found in this book and 
extends it to seven errors that have plague our Catholic bishops: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.catherinecollege.net/
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 In the USA, use=http://www.amazon.com/dp/B0178GWFTW/ 

 In the UK, use= http://www.amazon.co.uk/dp/B0178GWFTW/ 

 In Australia, use= http://www.amazon.com.au/dp/B0178GWFTW/ 

  Milavec devoted sixteen years to unlocking the 

hidden life of those mid-first-century Christians 

who lived the Way of Life as described in the 

Didache.  Gaining an international reputation 

for his innovative research in this area, he 

affectionately nicknamed his thousand-page 

volume as "the elephant" and his hundred-page 

volume as "the mouse.”  The elephant is entitled 

The Didache--Faith, Hope, and Life of the Earliest 

Christian Communities, 50-70 CE (Paulist Press); 

the mouse is entitled The Didache-- Text, 

Translation, Analysis, and Commentary 

(Liturgical Press).  For further details, go to 
http://didache.info/AaMainDownloadsFree.htm 

For additional eBooks, go to https://payhip.com/milavec 

For support of Pope Francis, go to http://SupportPopeFrancis.com 

For open discussion on this book, go to http://Jesus4Lesbians.com 

 

Endnotes  

 
1 My academic formation, publications, and lectures can be found here: 

http://www.didache.info/CV.htm.  A short bio can be found here: 

http://www.didache.info/AaAuthor.htm 

2 For insights into my innovative teaching, go to 

http://216.104.183.72/PDFs/2012_progress_report_r.pdf and 

http://216.104.183.72/CVall.htm. 

3 To understand why some cardinals and bishops have accused Pope Francis 

of heresy, go to http://www.supportpopefrancis.com/ 

4 Shocking experiences: Do not read this note if you fear being traumatized.  As 

a teen, my first experiences with gay existence began with scratched messages in 

public bathrooms: "Suck 10" cock, 873-4926" or "Get blow-job here Tues eve 9:15."  At the 

age of 16, I was urinating in a public men’s room and, next to me, a man gave out a 

low grunt, and now my stomach was churning because I noticed that he was watching 

my penis and masturbating at the same time.   

  

http://www.amazon.co.uk/dp/B0178GWFTW/
http://www.amazon.com.au/dp/B0178GWFTW/
http://didache.info/AaBookPaulistDidache.htm
http://didache.info/AaBookPaulistDidache.htm
http://www.litpress.org/Detail.aspx?ISBN=0814658318
http://www.litpress.org/Detail.aspx?ISBN=0814658318
https://payhip.com/milavec
http://www.didache.info/CV.htm
http://216.104.183.72/PDFs/2012_progress_report_r.pdf
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Going beyond this, I still to this day remember reading a Newsweek article in 

the late 60s that described in some detail the dangerous and unsavory encounters 

between gay men in the bath houses of San Francisco.  The fact that I remember this 

article with such great vividness over forty years later is a sign that this article 

traumatized me.  I felt in my gut an intense revulsion of the “gay life style” being 

fashioned by gay men in these bath houses. 

There is a profound difference between the San Francisco LGBTQ Pride 

Celebration and the Cincinnati Pride Celebration. In the former, the gay life style of the 

bath houses spills out into the streets and those intent upon gaining recognition for 

“same-sex marriages” are all but overwhelmed by the pornographic allure of the 

exhibitionists (video: http://www.qdomine.com/Morality_video/2007GayPride3.wmv; 

history: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/San_Francisco_Pride).  Cincinnati Pride, on the 

other hand, is quite another event (https://www.facebook.com/cincinnatipride/) – “gay 

pride” is found only at the fringes and you have to be looking or you will miss it.  

5 Throughout this book I am going to make use of the either-or mentality that 

currently dominates the cultural and religious discussions of homosexuality.  Thus, 

everyone is presumed to be gay or straight, homosexual or heterosexual, in terms of 

their sexual attractions.  The one or two percent who have attractions in both directions 

are an anomaly that gets categorized as “bisexual.”    

This is unfortunate, in my point of view.  I look forward to the time when 

everyone would be able to think of themselves as being on a dynamic continuum 

somewhere between homosexual and heterosexual.   The simple recognition that men 

who identify themselves as “heterosexual” discover that they can have occasional 

“homosexual fantasies” and, to a lesser degree, “homosexual experiences,” would 

seem to favor this. 

Dr. Alfred Kinsey and his research institute authored the famous “Kinsey Report” 

in the late 1940’s.  They discovered, based upon thousands of in-depth interviews, that 

people’s sexual fantasies and experiences were seldom completely homosexual or 

heterosexual. The interviews demonstrated that most had a mix of urges, and that they 

had to experiment with these urges in order to find out what primary sexual identity best 

fit. From his research, Kinsey developed the 1948 Kinsey Scale that allowed for seven 

gradations between the exclusively homosexual and exclusively heterosexual 

attraction. Kinsey wrote in Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948): “Males do not 

represent two discrete populations, heterosexual and homosexual. The world is not to 

be divided into sheep and goats…The living world is a continuum in each and every 

one of its aspects” (https://kinseyinstitute.org/research/publications/kinsey-scale.php). 

Similarly, in his book, Sexual Behavior in the Human Female (1953), he writes: “It 

is a characteristic of the human mind that tries to dichotomize in its classification of 

phenomena…. Sexual behavior is normal or abnormal, socially acceptable or 

unacceptable, heterosexual or homosexual; and many persons do not want to believe 

that there are gradations in these matters from one to the other extreme.”   

The tendency to “dichotomize” and “essentialize” sexual behavior leads to 

tragic errors and moral upheavals for religious persons.  Every sexual act gets pre-

classified as virtue or vice, natural or unnatural, a blessing or a curse, sinless or sinful. The 

playful and creative aspects of human sexuality get suppressed [See 

  

http://www.qdomine.com/Morality_video/2007GayPride3.wmv
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/San_Francisco_Pride
https://www.facebook.com/cincinnatipride/
http://gaytravel.about.com/od/previewsofpridefestivals/qt/Cincinnati_Gay_Pride.htm
http://gaytravel.about.com/od/previewsofpridefestivals/qt/Cincinnati_Gay_Pride.htm
http://www.kinseyinstitute.org/about/history.html
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www.churchonfire.net/sex/].  An adolescent who thanks God that he has been created 

“normal” lives in mortal fear of any thought, any imagining, or any faggot that might 

unsettle his peace of mind.  For violent types, bullying serves to keep the gay contagion 

“under control.”  A theologian who classifies all heterosexual marriages as good and 

natural while all homosexual marriages are classified as evil and unnatural may be 

tacitly acting out another repugnant form of bullying that is spawned by fear and is hell 

bend upon keeping the gay contagion “under control.” 

6 Hearkening back to Dan Savage’s 2010 effort to reduce suicide among 

LGBTQ youths, the researchers say that society’s attitudes toward LGBTQ people are 

evolving. Moreover, a greater number of adults today [2018] know a LGBTQ person 

firsthand (87% today, versus 61% in 1993, according to Pew Research), so it’s a more 

commonplace phenomenon. (https://moneyish.com/ish/gay-men-have-finally-begun-

out-earning-their-straight-colleagues) 

7 I have since discovered that such psychological theories are simplistic and 

faulty.  Having a domineering mother may be an impediment to finding a fulfilling and 

affectionate relationship with a woman; yet, research and personal experience show 

that most boys with domineering mothers do overcome their past experience and do 

eventually find an affectionate bond with a woman later in life.  If anything, research 

indicates that boys who identify themselves as gay most often have very affectionate 

relationships with their mothers.  For details, find Michael C. LaSala Ph.D., LCSW, “Gay 

Men and Their Mothers: Is There a Special Closeness?” Psychology Today, 23 Aug 2011 

(https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/gay-and-lesbian-well-being/201108/gay-

men-and-their-mothers-is-there-special-closeness). 

In 1977, only 10% of Americans thought gayness was something you were born 

with, according to Gallup. That number has steadily risen over time and is currently 

somewhere between 42% and 50%, depending on the poll.  Research demonstrates 

that genetics may be an important factor but it is never the entire cause.  Longitudinal 

studies demonstrate that both men and women experience a certain plasticity when it 

comes to their sexual preferences and that the choices one makes relative to romantic 

partners can sometimes change significantly during the course of a lifetime.  See, for 

example, Brandon Ambrosino, “I am gay, but I wasn’t born that way,” BBC, 28 June 

2016 (http://www.bbc.com/future/story/20160627-i-am-gay-but-i-wasnt-born-this-way). 

8 Duane Brayboy, “Two Spirits, One Heart, Five Genders” Indian Country Today, 

07 Sept 2017 (https://indiancountrymedianetwork.com/news/opinions/two-spirits-one-

heart-five-genders/).   

9 Ibid. 

10 Ibid. 

11 To appreciate the full scope of “fitting in” to the dominant heterosexual 

culture, consider reflecting on “30+ Examples of Heterosexual Privilege in the US” 

(http://itspronouncedmetrosexual.com/2012/01/29-examples-of-heterosexual-

privilege/). 

12 They thought of themselves as exchanging “vows of permanent friendship” 

because, in this period, “marriage” was not yet seen as a possibility for same-sex 

couples.  These “vows” had no legal status.  If I were to speak for them, what they 
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needed was a sense that, in an antagonistic society, at least a few people knew who 

they were and what their intentions were for each other. 

13 The language of “marriage” was embraced because it would be 

advantageous to give same-sex unions an equal status before the law with 

heterosexual unions.  If this were not done, then every aspect of “same-sex unions” 

would have to be debated and voted on piece by piece—income tax law, visitation 

rights in hospitals, adoption rights, inheritance rights, etc.   This would have taken years.  

To prevent this, all the rights of heterosexual couples had to be transferred whole and 

entire. 

14 John Boswell, Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality (University of 

Chicago Press, 1982).  Rites for making a "same-sex union" (Boswell's proposed 

translation) between two men can be found in ancient prayer-books of both the 

western and eastern churches. They are the rites for adelphopoiesis (lit. Greek, “the 

making of brothers).”   Boswell stated that these should be regarded as sexual unions 

similar to marriages.  Other scholars believe that they were actually rites for becoming 

adopted brothers, or "blood brothers."   Interested readers should also see Mark. D. 

Jordon, The Invention of Sodomy in Christian Theology and Martti Nissinen, 

Homoeroticism in the Biblical World. 

15 In the course of history, many sayings of Jesus were lost.  In the fourth 

century, the Church settled for a NT canon that contained only four written Gospels: 

Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.  Some scattered sayings of Jesus were to be found in 

the other approved books.  Hundreds of sayings of Jesus were passed on from person to 

person orally that gradually were lost to us because they never got recorded.  The 

Gospel of Thomas (which quite possibly was written before the canonical Gospels) 

brings together 114 detached sayings of Jesus.  About half of these sayings have 

parallels in the Synoptic Gospels; others are uniquely present only in this text.  Likewise, 

the early Church Fathers recorded in their writings a few sayings of Jesus not found in 

the NT.  In the late 2nd and during the 3rd cen., over fifty additional Gospels were 

written—The Gospel of Mary [Magdalene], The Gospel of Peter, The Gospel of the 

Twelve, The Gospel of Barnabas, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas, etc.  This demonstrates 

that persons attached to the way of Jesus used their historical recollections and their 

imaginations to compose Gospel narratives even when the four canonical Gospels 

were widely known and circulated.  Last of all, I myself participated in this time-honored 

tradition when I composed the “Lost Sayings” here in the course of a writing workshop 

sponsored by Women Writing for a Change, in 1997. 

16 In this letter to the worldwide bishops, one finds the following: 

Although the particular inclination of the homosexual person is not a sin, it is a 

more or less strong tendency ordered toward an intrinsic moral evil; and thus 

the inclination itself must be seen as an objective disorder. [. . . .] It is 

deplorable that homosexual persons have been and are the object of violent 

malice in speech or in action. Such treatment deserves condemnation from 

the Church's pastors wherever it occurs. 

17 In this letter, an attempt is made to demonstrate that every society is 

founded upon the supreme importance given to marriage and family.  Any society, 

therefore, that would offer protection and rights to “civil unions” of same-sex couples or 

unmarried heterosexual couples would thereby weaken the family and contribute to 

“the breakdown of the natural institution of marriage”: 
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With the pretext of regulating one context of social and juridical cohabitation, 

attempts are made to justify the institutional recognition of de facto unions.  In 

this way, de facto unions would turn into an institution, and their rights and 

duties would be sanctioned by law to the detriment of the family based on 

marriage. The de facto unions would be put on a juridical level similar to 

marriage; moreover, this kind of cohabitation would be publicly qualified as a 

“good” by elevating it to a condition similar to, or equivalent to marriage, to 

the detriment of truth and justice.  In this way, a very strong contribution would 

be made toward the breakdown of the natural institution of marriage which is 

absolutely vital, basic and necessary for the whole social body. 

The assumptions made by Cardinal Ratzinger in this letter do not hold up to 

close examination.  This will be shown in what follows. 

18 For an examination of the faulty logic here, go to Catholic Scholars’ 

Statement on the Ethics of Using Contraceptives (http://www.wijngaardsinstitute.com/ 

statement-on-contraceptives/).  For personal stories, go to 

http://www.wijngaardsinstitute.com/endorsements-statement-contraception/ 

19 Ratzinger uses the phrase “intrinsically disordered” to indicate those actions 

which can never be considered as permissible due to special circumstances.  Ratzinger 

further judges that “although the particular inclination of the homosexual person is not a 

sin [because it is not freely chosen], it is a more or less strong tendency ordered toward 

an intrinsic moral evil [illicit sex]; and thus the inclination [toward unnatural sex] itself must 

be seen as an objective disorder” (Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons, §3). 

20 Christine Gudorf examines God’s design from the vantage point of the 

clitoris.  Gudorf's philosophy [like that of Cardinal Ratzinger] is squarely within the 

Thomistic Natural Law tradition. But Gudorf argues that if we take a careful look at the 

anatomy and physiology of the female sexual organs, and especially the clitoris, instead 

of focusing exclusively on the male's penis (which is what Aquinas did), quite different 

conclusions about God's plan and design emerge and hence Christian sexual ethics 

turns out to be less restrictive. In particular, Gudorf claims that the female's clitoris is an 

organ whose only purpose is the production of sexual pleasure and, unlike the mixed or 

dual functionality of the penis, has no connection with procreation. Gudorf concludes 

that the existence of the clitoris in the female body suggests that God intended that the 

purpose of sexual activity was as much for sexual pleasure for its own sake as it was for 

procreation. Therefore, according to Gudorf, pleasurable sexual activity apart from 

procreation does not violate God's design, is not unnatural, and hence is not necessarily 

morally wrong, as long as it occurs in the context of a monogamous marriage (Sex, 

Body, and Pleasure, p. 65). (source=Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy 

https://www.iep.utm.edu/sexualit/#H6) 

21 To fully understand all of Bishop Robinson’s nuances, examples, and 

explanations, I urge interested persons to read his entire text which can be found on the 

conference’s website. 

22 Dr. John Grey is a relationship counselor who writes a self-help book.  

Unfortunately, his book describes “men” and “women” in stereotypical fashion that 

does a disservice to those couples who have a greater integration of the male and 

female dimensions of themselves.  The review from Publishers Weekly says that Dr. Grey’s 
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“overuse of gimmicky, often silly analogies and metaphors makes his otherwise down-to-

earth guide hard to take seriously. Here Martians (men) play Mr. Fix-It while Venusians 

(women) run the Home-Improvement Committee; when upset, Martians "go to their 

caves" (to sort things out alone) while Venusians "go to the well" (for emotional 

cleansing)” (http://www.amazon.com/Men-Mars-Women-Venus-Understanding/dp/ 

0060574216). 

23 In effect, Marie wrote a biography, The Story of the Trapp Family Singers 

(1949), that traces a significantly different story from that of the musical and the film.  

“Maria married Georg von Trapp in 1926, not 1938 as portrayed in the musical. She 

initially fell in love with the children rather than the father and only later came to love 

him. The father was not the aloof patriarch who disapproved of music but a warm 

gentle-hearted parent. They also left Austria openly by train” 

(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Story_of_the_Trapp_Family_Singers).  What was 

unusual is that Maria was 25 years younger than George and that they conceived and 

raised three additional children.  The Sound of Music was the highest-grossing film of all-

time—surpassing Gone with the Wind—and held that distinction for five years. The film 

was just as popular throughout the world, breaking previous box-office records in 

twenty-nine countries.  

24 Sr. Jeannine Gramick, a woman who has spent over forty years ministering to 

homosexuals, reports that she was able to have an informal discussion with Cardinal 

Ratzinger relative to his experiences with homosexuals.  Here is what she discovered: 

A number of years ago, I had a providential meeting on a plane with Benedict 

XVI before he was elected pope. I was making a pilgrimage to Munich and 

we both happened to be on the same flight from Rome. In our 20-minute 

discussion about lesbian and gay people, I asked him if he had ever met any 

gay people. “Yes, in Germany,” he said. “In Berlin, they were demonstrating 

against the pope.” This was his experience of gay people—in a conflict 

situation. Apparently, he had not heard the personal stories of lesbian or gay 

people and how they feel about their lives, their beliefs, and the struggles they 

have encountered from society and the church 

(https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/15/sister-jeannines-

debate-with-bishop-thomas-paprocki-on-marriage-equality/). 

25 See, for example, Liz Halloran, “Report: Utah Judge Orders Child Removed 

from Home of Same-Sex Parents,” 11 Nov 2015 (http://www.hrc.org/blog/entry/report-

utah-judge-orders-child-removed-from-home-of-same-sex-parents). 

26 A beloved friend who is twenty years younger than me confided to me that 

her father decided that his two sons had to have a college education.  Why so?  “They 

needed to prepare themselves to become bread-winners for their families.”  For his two 

girls, however, a college education was, to his way of thinking, “a waste to time and a 

waste of money because their purpose was to make babies and not to bring home a 

paycheck.”  This patriarchal mindset still exists in many places today.  See, for example, 

Emily Reimer-Barry, “Reasons Not to Send Your Daughter to College?” Catholic Moral 

Theology, 13 Sept 2013 (https://catholicmoraltheology.com/reasons-not-to-send-your-

daughter-to-college-why-fix-the-family-is-broken/). 

27 What I learned at age 14 could be applied today.  “Archbishop Snurr 

doesn’t have the vaguest notion of the neat things that I was learning from gays and 

lesbians.  He has no business stepping in to make any decisions about them for me?”   
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28 When one examine’s the thoughts and deeds of Archbishop Schnurr, one 

can see the same authoritarian tendencies at work. 

29 There is an art to making a good Slovenian wine.  My grandfather 

understood this art.  There is an art to making potica (a nut loaf particular to Slovenians).  

My grandmother understood this art.  Someone who takes a vow never to drink wine or 

to enjoy a slice of potica can never be “an insider” who understands and appreciates 

the art of making Slovenian wines and poticas.  The same holds true for the art of love-

making.  On outsider can never know what “an insider” knows.  And what “an insider” 

knows cannot be entirely said in words.  As Michael Polanyi frequently says, “We know 

more than we can tell.” 

30 Fr. Kochuthara, The Concept of Sexual Pleasure in the Catholic Moral 

Tradition (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 2007) 

31 I deliberately use a vulgar term here because I want to capture the vulgar 

sex that the men caught up in the patriarchal mindset imposed upon their wives. 

32 In the case of Cardinal Ratzinger, I depend upon the conversation during a 

plane ride to have revealed an important limitation.  See n. 22.  

33 Karl Stern, a leading psychoanalyst, has discovered that, in his clinical 

practice, men who systematically shun spontaneity and surrender end up with ulcers, 

hypertension, and burnout. Karl Stern describes in his classic, The Flight from Woman, the 

character neurosis that plagues modern ambitious men as follows: 

The character neurosis of frenzied activism is not difficult to spot. There is an air 

of restlessness about such men . . . an air of endless drive and ambition for 

which one once used the term, “flight into work.” On getting to know these 

persons more intimately, one notices an extraordinary denial of feeling, a 

shying away from tenderness, and a fear of dependence or passivity. Not to 

want to be dependent or passive is in itself healthy. . . . The kind of individual 

that I am talking about here is really in terror of dependence. The very 

possibility of being in the least dependent or protected, or even being loved, 

amounts to nothing less than a fantasy of mutilation or destruction. (Karl Stern, 

The Flight from Women (New York: Noonday Press, 1970), p. 3.) 

For men such as this, their healing can only come through surrender to the 

feminine.  Thus Mr. Thomas found his release by allowing himself to be loved by an 

exceptional woman.  What captivated her attention, however, was anything but a 

disciplinarian. 

34 Archbishop Daniel E Pilarczyk, Twelve Tough Issues and More: What the 

Church Teaches and Why  (Cincinnati: St. Anthony Messenger Press, 1988). 

35 Matthew Vines discovery that the biblical texts commonly used to condemn 

homosexuality do not address the morality of committed homosexual unions has been 

noted by Roman Catholic biblical scholars: 

The 1986 Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith Letter claims six scriptural 

passages say “homosexual behavior” is immoral (Gen. 19:1-11; Lev. 18:22, 20:13; 1 

Cor. 6:9-10; 1 Tim 1:9-10; Rom. 1:26-27). The Catechism of the Catholic Church 

enforces this position as well: “Basing itself on Sacred Scripture, which presents 

homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity, tradition has always declared that 

"homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered." They are contrary to the natural law. 

They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not proceed from a genuine 
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affective and sexual complementarity. Under no circumstances can they be 

approved” (§2378).  But this is disputed by a number of biblical scholars and 

theologians. 

Key points made by biblical scholars such as Derrick Bailey, Victor Paul Furnish, 

James P. Hanigan, Daniel Helminiak, H. Darrell Lance, and Robin Scroggs include: 

1. There are translation difficulties. For example, it was 1946 before the term 

“homosexual” first appeared in an English translation (1946 Revised Standard 

Version).  Homosexuality is not a prominent biblical concern. The prophets, the 

gospels, and Jesus say nothing about homosexuality as a “same-sex 

attraction.” 

2. These six scriptural texts are not in passages dealing with moral principles but 

appear in contexts where the focus is something else. For example, most 

biblical scholars believe the primary sin of Sodom is inhospitality. Jesus implies 

that in Luke 10:8-12 (If not welcomed in town, wipe dust of feet in protest. “I tell 

you, on that day it will be more tolerable for Sodom than for that town.”).  

None of the 21 later Hebrew Scripture references to Sodom even mention 

homosexual acts. 

3. The biblical writers had no concept of homosexual orientation. Scientists first 

began to understand homosexuality as an orientation in the mid-to-late 1800′s.  

The Bible takes no direct stand on the morality of homogenital acts as such nor 

on the morality of gay and lesbian relationships as we conceive them today. . . 

. That is all that can be said about biblical teaching on homosexuality. If 

people would still seek to know if gay and lesbian sex in itself is good or evil, if 

homogenital acts per se are right or wrong, they will have to look elsewhere for 

an answer. For the fact of the matter is simple enough. The Bible never 

addresses that question. More than that, the Bible seems deliberately 

unconcerned about it.  (Theologian Daniel Helminiak, What the Bible Really 

Says About Homosexuality, April 2000, p.132-133) 

36 Notice that in this text Paul expresses a patriarchal point of view.  The issue is 

“the sexual satisfaction of men.”  Men decide.  Love has nothing to do with it.  Exclusive 

commitment has nothing to do with it.  Men get their sexual needs met as best pleases 

them.   

37 The NRSV translates the Greek as “male prostitutes and sodomites.” The KJV 

has “nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with mankind”—quite a different 

translation.   The NIV translates: “nor men who have sex with men” and the footnotes 

says, “The words men who have sex with men translate two Greek words that refer to 

the passive and active participants in homosexual acts.” 

What one discovers here is that the Greek text is very difficult to translate and 

that none of the English translations can be seen as definitive.  Consider, for example, 

the first Greek word=malakoi: 

This common Greek word had different connotations depending on the 

context in which it was used. In terms of morality, it generally referred to 

something like laziness, degeneracy, decadence, or lack of courage. The 

connotation was of being “soft like a woman” or like the delicate expensive 

fabrics worn by rich men.  
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In the patriarchal culture of the time, women were thought to be weaker than 

men, more fearful, more vulnerable, and more vain. Thus, men who ate too 

much, liked expensive things, were lazy, or liked to dress well were considered 

“soft like a woman.” Although this type of misogynistic thinking is intolerable in 

our modern society, it was common in ancient times and explains why the King 

James Version translated malakoi as “effeminate.” 

But it is important to understand the difference between ancient and modern 

notions of what makes one effeminate. Paul wasn’t condemning men who 

swish and carry purses; he was condemning a type of moral weakness. The 

ancient Roman and Greek understanding of what it meant to be manly or 

womanly was quite different from today. First-century Romans didn’t think of 

effeminacy as merely a homosexual trait. In that culture, any man who was 

more interested in pleasure than in duty was considered to be woman-like 

[i.e.“soft”]. 

 

To examine the remainder of this article, go to Jeff Minor, The Children are 

Free, pp. 16-18.   

 (http://wouldjesusdiscriminate.org/biblical_evidence/no_fems_no_fairies.html) 

38 Most biblical scholars are persuaded that Paul was a witness to the temple 

prostitution in Corinth.  More recently, however, scholars have questioned this 

assumption.  Why so?  (a) Only a few ancient sources speak of how sacred prostitution 

functioned in the cult of Aphrodite.  (b) Corinth as a Greek city-state was completely 

destroyed by the Romans, and it was restored in 44 BCE by Julius Caesar as a Roman 

colony.  (c) Paul never once mentions the Temple of Aphrodite (compare with Acts 19).  

Thus Paul’s tirade against idolatry as inevitably leading to shameful “unnatural” sex may 

have been a standard line of argumentation learned during his Pharisaical training and 

have nothing to do with the decadence he observed among the worshippers of 

Aphrodite in Corinth.  See Tony Perrottet, “Ancient Greek Temples of Sex” 

(https://thesmartset.com/article11210701/) & “Holy Hookers and Historical Myths” 

(http://thethirstygargoyle.blogspot.com/2011/07/holy-hookers-and-historical-

myths.html). 

One must also remember that cultic prostitution was commonly practiced by 

the ancient Near Eastern fertility religions and that, from the moment they entered into 

the Promised Land, the Israelites struggled to avoid such practices (Num 25:1-9, Jdg 

2:17-19). This became especially prevalent beginning with the monarchy of Rehoboam 

(1 Kgs 14:24) and extending to the monarchy of Josiah (2 Kgs 23:7).  According to Exod 

34:11-16 the practice of exterminating conquered tribes was necessitated in order to 

wipe out cultic prostitution.  During the Deteronomic reform, the Law of Moses was 

expanded specifically to forbid cultic prostitution for Israelites (Deut 23:16-17, Amos 2:7). 

Jeffrey H. Tigay, Emeritus A.M. Ellis Professor of Hebrew and Semitic Languages 

and Literatures in the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations at the 

University of Pennsylvania, disagrees: “It is questionable whether cultic prostitution 

existed at all in the ancient Near East” (http://www.kjvtoday.com/home/sodomite-or-

cult-prostitute-deuteronomy-2317-et-al). 

39 In today’s society, Christians have the nasty habit of linking atheism with the 

absence of moral norms.  This is a stereotype, to be sure.  I am currently living in 

Shanghai, China.  The Chinese are 98% atheists, yet, in day to day contacts, they 

practice an exemplary morality.  We never lock our doors here.  In the marketplace, I 
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often pay for groceries by extending my hand filled with a bunch of coins and allow the 

merchant to select the correct amount.  I feel secure when travelling in dark alleys in 

the middle of the night.  When I tripped and fell on my face, complete strangers 

immediately came to my assistance. 

Paul, in his day, was operating out of Jewish stereotypes that linked idolatry 

with homosexuality.  For a study of these Jewish stereotypes and for an understanding of 

how name-calling was used in rhetorical arguments, see Jeremy Punt, “Religion, sex and 

politics: Scripting connections in Romans 1:18-32 and Wisdom 14:12-14,” HTS Teologiese 

Studies/Theological Studies, 73 (2017) n.4 (http://www.scielo.org.za/ 

scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0259-94222017000400021).  

40 Dale B. Martin, “Heterosexism and the Interpretation of Romans 1:18-32,”  

Biblical Interpretation, 3/3 (1995)  332 – 355.  

Modern interpreters, influenced more by particularly modern forms of 

heterosexism and its construction of homosexuality, desire, and "nature" than 

by a straightforward historical-critical reading of Paul's letter, portray Paul as 

referring to the "Fall" of Genesis 1-3 in Romans 1. Paul, it is assumed, takes 

homosexuality to be a sign of "humanity's fallen state." These interpreters, 

therefore, inscribe homosexual desire into universal fallen humanity in a way 

that Paul does not do. For one thing, Paul is referring not to the Fall in Romans 1 

but to the invention of idolatry and polytheism by the Gentiles; homosexual 

intercourse is therefore not a symptom of "the Fall" but of Gentile polytheism. 

“When seeking a biblical justification for opposing homosexual behavior, many people 

turn to Romans 1:26-27, but John Piper argues that one cannot separate these verses 

from Paul's argument about idolatry in verses 18-25” 

(http://www.christianitytoday.com/pastors/2012/september-online-only/ur-video-piper-

homosexuality-and-idolatry.html). “Idolatry and shrine prostitution, not homosexuality 

and lesbianism, are primarily what Paul addressed in Romans 1” 

(http://www.gaychristian101.com/Romans-1-And-Homosexuality.html).  See also n. 36.  

41 Matthew Vines’  video can be found at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gmp6lLct-fQ.  As of 20 July 2018, his five-minute 

video was viewed 1,073,439 times. 

42 Notice that this evangelical statement terms all immoral sex as “lust.”  

Ratzinger would prefer to say “self-indulgent passions” rather than “lust.”  Why so?  

Because Ratzinger believes that the homosexual inclination is not chosen and, as such, 

in not to be considered in itself “sinful.”  Moreover, he allows that while all homosexual 

acts are “intrinsically disordered,” the degree of guilt changes with the circumstances.  

This is a much more nuanced position.   Here is the critical text: 

It has been argued that the homosexual orientation in certain cases is not the 

result of deliberate choice; and so the homosexual person would then have no 

choice but to behave in a homosexual fashion. Lacking freedom, such a 

person, even if engaged in homosexual activity, would not be culpable. 
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Here, the Church's wise moral tradition is necessary since it warns against 

generalizations in judging individual cases. In fact, circumstances may exist, or 

may have existed in the past, which would reduce or remove the culpability of 

the individual in a given instance; or other circumstances may increase it. 

What is at all costs to be avoided is the unfounded and demeaning 

assumption that the sexual behavior of homosexual persons is always and 

totally compulsive and therefore inculpable (The Pastoral Care of Homosexual 

Persons, §11). 

43 Reparative Therapy (also known as Conversion Therapy) claims that 

adolescent homosexuality may arise from traumatic events in the past and that, with 

careful psychological counseling, part or all of same-sex attraction can be dispelled.  

For a strong and persuasive advocate, see Joseph Nicolosi, Ph.D., What Is Reparative 

Therapy? Examining the Controversy (http://www.josephnicolosi.com/what-is-

reparative-therapy-exa/).  Please be aware, however, that this form of therapy has 

been widely shown to be non-productive and even harmful to the degree that even 

the American Psychiatric Association warns against crediting its claims.  See “The Lies 

and Dangers of Efforts to Change Sexual Orientation or Gender Identity” 

(http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/the-lies-and-dangers-of-reparative-therapy). 

44 Matthew Vines writes in his book as follows: 

As a lawyer, my dad weighed the evidence for the possibility of orientation 

change.  Pointing to Matt. 19:26, he reminded me that all things are possible 

with God.  Yet after reading a fair amount about “ex-gay” ministries, he 

realized that none of the evidence seemed to show God was changing gay 

people’s sexual orientation (God and the Gay Christian, p. 10). 

A controversial Christian ministry devoted to changing people “affected by 

homosexuality” announced in April of 2014 that it was shutting its doors after operating 

for more than three decades.  The announcement by Exodus International came during 

its religious conference in Irvine and after its President Alan Chambers apologized to 

members of the gay community for “years of undue judgment by the organization and 

the Christian Church as a whole.” 

(http://jonathanmerritt.religionnews.com/2014/04/22/god-gays-conversation-albert-

mohler-matthew-vines/#sthash.ji8Nb8dn.dpuf). 

In October of 2011, John Smid, the former director of Love in Action, the 

country’s oldest and largest ex-gay ministry, acknowledged on his blog that, contrary to 

the claims of the movement he represented for decades, gay people cannot become 

straight. “I’ve never met a man who experienced a change from homosexual to 

heterosexual,” he wrote. He himself certainly has not.  Evangelicals used to insist that 

“change is possible,” says Warren Throckmorton, a Grove City College psychology 

professor once associated with the ex-gay movement. “The new paradigm, I believe, is 

no, it doesn’t look like that works, and so you go with it, you accept it, and you try to 

make the best life you can in congruence with the rest of your beliefs,” he says 

(http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/10/13/ex-gay-leader-john-smid-s-about-

face.html). 

45 The Moody debate can be found online at 

http://www.patheos.com/blogs/adrianwarnock/2014/07/video-michael-l-brown-and-

matthew-vine-debate-can-you-be-a-gay-christian/ 
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46 Matthew Vines writes, “My inbox serves as a daily reminder of the countless 

people who are still struggling, and who still feel voiceless and powerless in the face of 

overwhelming opposition [within their church].”  Matthew Vines, “The Reformation 

Project: Training Christians to Eradicate Homophobia from the Church,” The Huffpost 

Gay Voices, 05 March 2013 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/matthew-vines/the-

reformation-project-christians-homophobia_b_2790039.html). 

47 http://www.matthewvines.com/transcript/  Emphasis added. 

48 http://www.matthewvines.com/transcript/  Emphasis added. 

49 http://www.matthewvines.com/transcript/ 

50 Matthew Vines, “The Reformation Project: Training Christians to Eradicate 

Homophobia from the Church,” The Huffpost Gay Voices, 05 March 2013 

(http://www.huffingtonpost.com/matthew-vines/the-reformation-project-christians-

homophobia_b_2790039.html). 

51 This agrees well with the practice of the earliest disciples as reported in Matt 

10. 

52 For excellent life-stories inspired by the Reformation Project of Matthew 

Vines, go to https://twitter.com/ReformationP/ 

53 Matthew Vines, “The Bible and Homosexuality: Why I Left College and Spent 

Two Years Finding Out What the Scriptures Really Say,” The Huffpost Gay Voices,  26 

March 2012 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/matthew-vines/bible-homosexuality_b_ 

1378368.html). 

54 Given my own special interest in Jewish-Christian relations, I am especially 

sensitive to how anti-Jewish sentiments circulating among Catholics were used to 

interpret a few texts in the Gospels (especially, “his blood be upon us and upon our 

children” Matt. 27:25) in order to prove (a) that God held all Jews accountable for the 

killing of Jesus and (b) that God, as a result of this crime, had rejected all Jews in all 

times and in all places as his chosen people, and, in their place, God embraced 

Catholics with his love and protection and enduring covenant.  In the wake of this “anti-

Jewish gospel,” Christians routinely interpreted natural and deliberate disasters 

(beginning with the destruction of the temple by the Romans in 68-70 CE) as the divine 

retribution inflicted upon Jews for their crime of killing Jesus, the Son of God.   

Not until after the Holocaust did the Christian churches finally come to their 

senses and begin to sort out what the Scriptures did and did not say about the Jews.  As 

a result, biblical interpretations held for more than sixteen hundred years were uprooted 

over the course of a few decades (1948-1968).  Meanwhile, biblical interpretations that 

had been ignored or obscured were brought forward, more especially, (a) that God’s 

election of the Jewish people was permanent and irrevocable and (b) that Jesus 

himself lived and died as a faithful Jew.   

This case of anti-Jewish prejudice poisoning the true meaning of the Scriptures 

is important for a number of reasons.  First, it demonstrates that, once an error inserts 

itself, it can persist from generation to generation undetected because the false 

interpretation itself feeds upon the anti-Jewish prejudice that stimulated its origination.  

Secondly, it demonstrates that, saints and sinners, bishops and scholars all were mutually 

supportive in maintaining and promoting these false biblical interpretations.  Only the 

massive and unthinkable Holocaust had enough shock value to inspire a critical 

reassessment of those  anti-Jewish interpretations that had become firmly entrenched 
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http://www.matthewvines.com/transcript/
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within the Catholic tradition.  For further details, see James Carroll, Constantine's Sword: 

The Church and the Jews (New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2001) & Aaron Milavec, 

Salvation Is from the Jews: Reflections on Saving Grace within Judaism and on Messianic 

Hope within Christianity (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2007). 

55 Keep in mind that complementary personalities and complementary skill-sets 

figure into the mutual choice of a suitable partner in both heterosexual and homosexual 

unions.   

56 Matthew Vines, “The Gay Debate: The Bible and Homosexuality,” 08 Mar 

2012 (www.matthewvines.com/transcript/). 

57 This emphasis upon experimentation and flexibility found in the Gen. 2 

account also serves to make way for transgendered and bisexual individuals.  When 

one hears the personal stories of such persons, it is not at all intuitive whether there is a 

single formula for how such persons will choose their soul mates.  Hence, as in the case 

of God, both heterosexuals and homosexual persons will have to wait and see what sort 

of choices satisfies their yearning hearts.  

58 Many Christians think, for example, that giving legal recognition to “same-sex 

marriages” has the effect of devaluing “heterosexual marriages.”  In truth, the very 

opposite is the case.  It is because homosexuals esteem the permanent covenant of 

love that prevails in marriages that they want to participate in this social matrix 

themselves.  They also discern that sex in marriage entails a mutual surrender and 

provides a pleasure bonding that is re-creative and healing. This too they want to taste 

for themselves.  As for setting up households and deciding upon children, same-sex 

unions have a wide variety of options to consider here just as do their heterosexual 

counterparts.  No two heterosexual unions are the same.  The same rule will prevail 

among homosexual unions.  No two heterosexual unions express love and affection in 

the same way.  The same rule will surely prevail among homosexual unions.  What is 

avoided as vulgar by one couple may be a source of delight for another.  No two 

heterosexual unions make decisions and share household chores in exactly the same 

way.  Same for homosexual unions. 

59 The International Theological Commission (ITC) of the Roman Catholic 

Church consists of up to 30 Catholic theologians from around the world. These 

theologians are appointed by the Pope upon the suggestion of the Cardinal Prefect of 

the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) for renewable five year terms. They  

meet together once every year for a week. The function of the ITC is to advise the 

Magisterium of the Church, particularly the CDF.  The Prefect of the CDF is ex officio the 

president of the ITC.  Between 1969 and 2014, they have considered and addressed 27 

issues.  A recent study of great importance is The Hope of Salvation for Infants Who Die 

without Being Baptised (2007). For details, see http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/ 

congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_cti_index-doc-pubbl_en.html 

60 It is the duty of the Pontifical Biblical Commission: (1) to protect and defend 

the integrity of the Catholic Faith in Biblical matters; (2) to further the progress of 

exposition of the Sacred Books, taking account of all recent discoveries; (3) to decide 

controversies on grave questions which may arise among Catholic scholars; (4) to give 

answers to Catholics throughout the world who may consult the Commission; (5) to see 

that the Vatican Library is properly furnished with codices and necessary books; (6) to 

publish studies on Scripture as occasion may demand. It was the wish of Leo XIII that a 

periodical bulletin of Biblical studies should be published at Rome, and a special Institute 
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for higher Biblical studies established.  For further details, see 

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/02557a.htm 

61 Paul VI, John Paul II, and Benedict XVI made episcopal appointment from 

among the pastors who agreed with the line of decisions made by the CDF, and, as a 

result, most of our current bishops have little ability or inclination to examine the weak 

spots in the teachings and the policies passed down to them from Rome.  Moreover, 

they gravitate toward an authoritarian model of administration which frustrates free and 

open inquiry at every level.  Such authoritarianism is not only dysfunctional; it runs 

against the models of leadership embraced by Jesus and Peter in the Scriptures 

themselves.  This will be examined in specific case studies in the third section of this 

study. 

62 John J. McNeill illustrates that not all theories of homosexual are created 

equal.  Some arise out of deep traumatic fears (homophobia) that distort the individual 

and drive him/her to secretly hate all homosexuals.  Thus, for homosexual Catholics to 

survive and thrive within the Catholic Church, John J. McNeill emphasizes that 

homosexual must begin their spiritual growth by training themselves to enter a mature 

faith that distinguishes between “pathological religion” and “healthy religion.”  See John 

J. McNeill, Taking a Chance on God: Liberating Theology for Gays, Lesbians, and their 

Lovers, Families, and Friends (Boston: Beacon Press, 1988), pp. 16-26. 

63 John J. McNeill, Taking a Chance on God: Liberating Theology for Gays, 

Lesbians, and their Lovers, Families, and Friends (Boston: Beacon Press, 1988), p. xvi. 

64 McNeill, Taking a Chance on God, xvii. 

65 McNeill, Taking a Chance on God, 2. 

66 McNeill, Taking a Chance on God, xvii. 

67Preface to the Fourth Edition from The Church and The Homosexual 

(http://www.johnjmcneill.com/TCTH.HTML) 

68 John J. McNeill, Interview with Lidia Borghi, translated by Marius, 29 May 2011 

(https://www.gionata.org/john-j-mcneill-both-feet-firmly-planted-in-midair-my-spiritual-

journey/). 

69 Ibid. 

70 Ibid. 

71 Preface to the Fourth Edition from The Church and The Homosexual 

(http://www.johnjmcneill.com/TCTH.HTML) 

72 Ibid. , John J. McNeill, Interview with Lidia Borghi. 

73 I discovered an extended statement presented by Sr. Jeannine Gramick 

following a public debate with Bishop Thomas Paprocki in 2013.  Her statement is very 

balanced, very compassionate, and very persuasive.  See “Sister Jeannine’s Debate 

with Bishop Thomas Paprocki on Marriage Equality,” Bondings 

(https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/15/sister-jeannines-debate-with-

bishop-thomas-paprocki-on-marriage-equality/). 

74 The two short biographies here are reprinted from Catholics for a Free 

Choice, “Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger’s Preparation for the Papacy: How ‘the Vatican’s 

Enforcer’ ran the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (1979 - 2005),” April 2006, 

pp. 10-11.  (https://www.catholicsforchoice.org/topics/reform/documents/ 

2006movingforwardbylookingback.pdf) 

  

https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/15/sister-jeannines-debate-with-bishop-thomas-paprocki-on-marriage-equality/
https://newwaysministryblog.wordpress.com/2013/07/15/sister-jeannines-debate-with-bishop-thomas-paprocki-on-marriage-equality/


219 

  
75 For a balanced analysis of when and how the bishops overstep their 

authority and overestimate their competence, see Richard R. Gaillardetz, ed., When the 

Magisterium Intervenes: The Magisterium and Theologians in Today’s Church 

(Collegeville, Liturgical Press, 2012). 

76 Editors, “Challenges for the New Pope,” America, 25 April 2005 

77 The significance of this date and the personal impact of Pope Benedict’s 

resignation just after it happened can be seen here: Archbishop Leo Cushley, “A 

monsignor sobbed, then silence fell: an eyewitness account of Pope Benedict XVI’s 

resignation,” Catholic Herald 11 Feb 2015 [two years after the event] 

(http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/commentandblogs/2015/02/11/a-monsignor-

sobbed-then-silence-fell-an-eyewitness-account-of-benedict-xvis-resignation/). 

78 Mike Moroski served at Moeller High School for 10 years as a teacher, service 

learning coordinator, and House Dean. Concurrently, he ran a nonprofit, Choices Cafe, 

that bridged the gap between those with means and those without. Mike finished his 

time in secondary education as the Assistant Principal at Purcell Marian. He was 

terminated from his post at Purcell Marian by the Archdiocese of Cincinnati for his public 

support of marriage equality. Mike earned his B.A. & M.A. in English from Xavier 

University, and an M.B.A. in nonprofit administration from the University of Notre Dame 

(M.N.A.). Currently, in addition to his role as executive director of UpSpring (working to 

keep children experiencing homelessness connected to their education), Mike is a 

trustee on the Southwestern Ohio Workforce Investment Board, a member of 

Cincinnati’s Human Services Advisory Committee, and a member of Mayor John 

Cranley’s Hand Up Steering Committee. (https://www.ted.com/tedx/events/16655) For 

an interview with Mike Moroski, see http://abcnews.go.com/US/video/assistant-

principal-fired-over-gay-marriage-blog-18482240.  

79 The appeal to “conscience” takes priority over all other sources for 

discerning “what is truly right and just by God’s standards” as opposed to following “a 

political ideology.”  Archbishop Schnurr clarifies this point as follows: 

The answer is to consult our conscience, which is a judgment of reason about 

the good to be done and the evil to be avoided in a concrete situation (cf. 

Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1778 & Forming Consciences for Faithful 

Citizenship, 17). A conscience must be well-formed by using reason to discover 

the natural law and faith to understand Sacred Scripture and official Church 

teaching.  We then submit our judgment to God in prayer, striving to discern 

His will. By humbly committing ourselves to the life-long journey of developing 

our consciences, we more clearly distinguish the Truth of God in a complex, 

sometimes manipulative world, and make choices that promote the life and 

the dignity of all.  (http://thecatholicbeat.sacredheartradio.com/ 

2012/09/archbishop-schnurrs-letter-on-elections-and-

citizenship/#sthash.FJo8h3db.dpuf) 

In effect, therefore, both Archbishop Schnurr and Mike Moroski both appeal to 

“conscience” by way of justifying how they acted.  Archbishop Schnurr delivered his 

ultimatum because he was responsible for insuring that teachers in his Catholic schools 

both teach and live according to the norms published by the Vatican.  Mike Moroski 

refused to capitulate because, according to his informed conscience, the Vatican had 

arrived at a defective judgment when it came to same-sex unions.  When such 

differences arise, the expectation might be that open dialogue must begin and to 
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continue until they can work out some middle ground between them.  Both are 

Catholic pastors; yet, due to the authoritarian modality preferred by the Archbishop, he 

decided against any dialogue.  He moved directly to have Mike Moroski removed from 

his office by a police escort. 

80 “Jury awards Christa Dias $171K in suit against Archdiocese of Cincinnati,” 

Associated Press 03 June 2013 (http://www.wcpo.com/news/local-news/jury-awards-

christa-dias-120k-in-suit-against-archdiocese-of-cincinnati). 

81 The term “morality clause” has been used by newspaper and television 

reporters and is not the language of the contract itself.  The “morality clause” is on page 

6 of the contract.  A complete contract can be found here: http://votfcincinnati.org/ 

yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/teachercontract2014-15.13990432.pdf   

82 If interested, see news video here: http://www.wlwt.com/news/archdiocese-

of-cincinnati-expands-moral-clause-in-teacher-contracts/24846662 

83 Archbishop Salvatore Cordileone of San Francisco has initiated a course of 

action that is quite similar to that of Archbishop Schnurr.  The teachers and their 

supporters in San Francisco, however, were much more pro-active in confronting 

Archbishop Cordileone on his presumed “orthodoxy” in representing Catholicism.  Jim 

McGarry, a retired educator who taught Catholic theology for twenty years at San 

Francisco’s St. Ignatius College Preparatory, a Jesuit Catholic high school in San 

Francisco that his children attend, supported student protestors saying:  

“[The archbishop] is not in compliance with Catholic teaching,” McGarry said. 

“He is very selectively choosing a small number of doctrines and putting them forward in 

a selective way and, I think, distorting the tradition . . . in a way that first of all endangers 

the health and well-being of our children.” McGarry argued that Cordileone’s hardline 

stance on homosexuality, which would permit the firing of teachers who wed same-sex 

partners, directly contradicts a line in the Catholic Catechism that reads, “Every sign of 

unjust discrimination [against homosexuals] should be avoided.” He also noted that 

Catholic teaching is well-known for guaranteeing freedom of conscience, allowing 

Catholics to disobey their government — or each other — when they feel that their 

morals have been violated. 

 For details, see http://thinkprogress.org/lgbt/2015/03/10/3631727/san-

francisco-catholics-fighting-lgbt-rights-testing-limits-pope-francis-rhetoric/ &  

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/teachers-protest-as-san-francisco-archbishop-insists-

schools-uphold-catholic-teaching-on-marriage   

84 Recent polling found that 86 percent of Christians believed the very tenets of 

their faith compelled them to support protections for LGBTQ people under the law and 

59 percent of lay Catholics support marriage equality.     

85 Archbishop John Nienstedt refused Communion to about twenty people 

wearing rainbow buttons and ribbons at a mass at St. John's Abbey in Collegeville, MN, 

in 2010.  See Madeleine Baran, “Archdiocese: Communion too sacred to be used as 

protest,” MPRNews, 06 Oct 2010 (http://www.mprnews.org/story/2010/10/06/denied-

communion). 

86 Paul Kindt, “I’m Signing the Contract — in Sharpie,” The Catholic Beat, 30 

April 2014  (http://thecatholicbeat.sacredheartradio.com/2014/04/im-signing-the-

contract-in-sharpie/). 

87 The teacher interviewed wished to remain anonymous. 
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88 The teacher interviewed wished to remain animus. 

89 Notice how this mother is being torn by her love for teaching and her 

determination to support her son.  The 1986 statement to parents in “Always Our 

Children” makes the point that parents have a primary role in walking with their children 

as they explore their sexual identity.  See Appendix 1 for details.   

90 Source for this paragraph is Susan Candiotti and Chris Welch, CNN, “A litany 

of 'thou shalt nots': Catholic teachers challenge morality clause,” 31 May 2014 

(http://www.cnn.com/2014/05/30/living/catholic-teachers-morality/). 

91  A survey of firings and “morality clauses” can be found here: 

http://www.hrc.org/press-releases/entry/hrc-delivers-letter-to-vatican-addressing-

growing-concern-on-anti-lgbt-stan 

92 The New York Times reported that “Cardinal Jorge Mario Bergoglio . . . spoke 

out in a heated meeting of bishops in 2010 and advocated a highly unorthodox 

solution: that the church in Argentina support the idea of civil unions for gay couples” 

(https://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/20/world/americas/pope-francis-old-colleagues-

recall-pragmatic-streak.html). 

93 See Appendix 4: Catholic Church Leaders Who Made Positive Statements 

about Civil Unions and Same-Gender Marriages 

94 Francis DeBernardo, Boston's Cardinal O'Malley: LGBTQ Church Worker Firings 

"Need to be Rectified," New Ways Ministry 15 Sept 2014 

(https://www.newwaysministry.org/2014/09/15/bostons-cardinal-omalley-lgbt-church-

worker-firings-need-to-be-rectified/)  

95 Global Pulse staff, “Australian bishop challenges Church on homosexuality,” 

16 Sept 2016 (https://international.la-croix.com/news/ 

australian-bishop-challenges-church-on-homosexuality/3819) 

96 If this is true, then the Catholic teachers of Cincinnati should expect 

Archbishop Schnurr to provide them with a much more balanced “morality clause” in 

their future employment contracts. 

97 CDC. (2016). Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Risk 

Behaviors Among Students in Grades 9-12: Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance. Atlanta, GA: 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

98 CDC. (2016). Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Risk 

Behaviors Among Students in Grades 9-12: Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance. Atlanta, GA: 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

99 Family Acceptance Project™. (2009). Family rejection as a predictor of 

negative health outcomes in white and Latino lesbian, gay, and bisexual young adults 

[Pediatric, 123(1), 346-52]. 

100 IMPACT (2010). Mental health disorders, psychological distress, and 

suicidality in a diverse sample of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youths. 

American Journal of Public Health. 100(12), 2426-32. 
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101 For the online life-saving and life-affirming resources of the Tervor Project, go 

to https://www.thetrevorproject.org/about/ 

programs-services/#sm.0000ngko2xq79etwpyn285db2g81v 

102 Reparative Therapy (also known as Conversion Therapy) claims that 

adolescent homosexuality may arise from traumatic events in the past and that, with 

careful psychological counseling, part or all of same-sex attraction can be dispelled.  

For a strong and persuasive advocate, see Joseph Nicolosi, Ph.D., What Is Reparative 

Therapy? Examining the Controversy (http://www.josephnicolosi.com/what-is-

reparative-therapy-exa/).  Please be aware, however, that this form of therapy has 

been widely shown to be non-productive and even harmful to the degree that even 

the American Psychiatric Association warns against crediting its claims.  See “The Lies 

and Dangers of Efforts to Change Sexual Orientation or Gender Identity” 

(http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/the-lies-and-dangers-of-reparative-therapy). 

103 The text of the “morality clause” clearly focuses upon a list of sexually 

deviant behaviors: “public support of or publicly living together outside marriage, public 

support of or sexual activity out of wedlock, public support of or [publicly living a] 

homosexual lifestyle, public support of or use of abortion, public support of or use of a 

surrogate mother, public support of or use of in vitro fertilization or artificial insemination” 

(excerpt from Teacher’s Contract for 2014-2015).  One can see here that broad 

sweeping categories are named but not clearly defined.  Does a mother who attends 

the civil marriage ceremony of her son and his male lover fall under this rule that 

prohibits “public support”?  Does she fall under this rule by merely sending out invitations 

(even if she does not herself attend)?  Does the blog of Mike Moroski constitute “public 

support”?  Does the public reception of same-sex couples by Pope Francis constitute 

“public support”?  Cardinal Sean O’Malley of Boston says that the recent trend of firing 

gay and lesbian people from Catholic jobs because they are in legal same-gender 

marriages “needs to be rectified.”  Not all church jobs require church marriages, he 

added.  Does this constitute “public support”?  

Notice what is absent from the Archbishop’s list of unacceptable conduct: 

“public support of or the use of hate speech against gays and lesbians, public support 

of the use of mob action to provoke acts of hatred directed toward gays or lesbians.” 

104 Sandra Schneiders was clearly the person who orientated the theological 

stance of the Sisters vis-à-vis their Vatican appointed investigators.  See “What Jesus 

taught us about his prophetic ministry,” NCR Online  (http://bonsecoursvocations.org/ 

wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2010/01/2010.01.19-Schneiders-Part-3.pdf). 

105 In Grade School, I learned that once you give in to the bullying tactics of 

would-be schoolyard tyrants, there inevitably follows a never-ending series of 

subsequent humiliations at their hands.  Hence, you have to risk everything by standing 

your ground at their first threat of hostilities.   

The Sisters, I would say, understood this well, and, as a result, they pushed back 

against the official investigators.  In so doing, they understood themselves as acting in 

harmony with Jesus himself (See the last footnote.) They insisted that, to censure them 

justly, the bishops would first have to learn how to listen to them and to discover what 

they were doing and why. They made it clear that a hostile takeover of the LCWR would 

result in the Sisters leaving that organization to create another one that would be free of 

the authoritarian meddling of the bishops.  Once the bishops realized that the Sisters 

were not going to cave in to their demands, they adjusted their tactics and a hesitant 
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two-way dialogue began to take place.  This strategy, after three years of struggle, 

eventually won the day.   

 Another example of standing one’s ground and forcing dialog (or something 

to that effect): 

I went to public school. And I’m trying to think of my . . . earliest form of 

religious rebellion. And I would think it was that as a public school kid (and we 

went to catechism class for Communion after school), we would have to run 

the gauntlet of Catholic kids who would throw snowballs at us and fight and 

things like that. And I remember a boy throwing a snowball at me and hitting 

me in the face because they felt perfectly able to abuse the public school kids 

because they [public school kids] weren’t as Catholic as them. And it was 

really something that the institutional church, meaning the priests and nuns, 

didn’t look at until it really became an issue. And I remember when that boy hit 

me, I just dropped my books, there was just something that happened, and I 

said, “I’m not going to put up with this abuse anymore. This is it.” And I 

remember grabbing him by his lapels and putting his face in the snow bank 

and all the other public school kids behind me getting in a big fight with the 

other Catholic school kids because we weren’t going to put up with getting hit 

with snowballs anymore on the way to catechism class. And I remember we 

were all stood up in the classroom because anyone who fought or was in any 

way disobedient was punished. And I remember staring down at my dirty 

shoes and my ripped knee socks and this puddle that I was standing in, and 

just feeling miserable. But also feeling good that I just wasn’t going to go along 

with things as they were anymore. And things changed. Because after that, 

the nuns put a stop to anymore abuse of public school kids by Catholic school 

kids. And what was interesting is that after we had that explosion, we started to 

interact more with the Catholic school kids and we started to break down the 

barriers between what it meant to be a Catholic in public school and what it 

meant to be a Catholic in parochial school. So it was interesting, out of that 

whole snowball fight there was a, I don’t want to say an integration, but 

bridges were built.  (http://www.lgbtran.org/Exhibits/OralHistory/Doherty/ 

KDoherty.pdf) 

106 Homosexuality is not a contagious disease that gets transmitted like small 

pox or the flu.  Hence, parents who expect that their children will be immune to 

homosexual inclinations because they are in an atmosphere where such inclinations are 

officially denigrated are bound to be disappointed.  Furthermore, should such 

inclinations emerge, their children will be hell-bent upon denying them.  Finally, after 

years of suppression, these same children will hate themselves, fall into despair, and be 

very prone to seek suicide or flight rather than to admit to their parents who they truly 

are. What advantage their parents might have imagined by virtue of raising their 

children in their misinformed and homophobic atmosphere will quickly be discovered to 

render their children as supremely disadvantaged. 

107 At this point, Gloria completely distanced herself from the teaching of the 

Catholic Church regarding homosexuals.  In fact, she deeply resents the fact that her 

parish priest had set her against her son’s homosexuality and against any same-sex 

union that he might try to make for himself. 

108 While some moral theologians sometimes say that sins against the sixth and 

ninth commandments deal with “serious matter” and, accordingly, infractions result in a 

mortal sin.  Even in classical moral theology, however, the conditions for committing a 
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mortal sin always require, subjectively, that the person “recognizes the seriousness of the 

matter and then goes ahead and does it anyway.”  In the case of homosexual acts, 

however, even Cardinal Ratzinger acknowledges that those naturally inclined to such 

sex acts are less culpable than those who are heterosexuals who do the same thing 

while they are emotionally repulsed by the act.   

Furthermore, when two women use sex to express and celebrate their mutual 

love, they frequently do not see this as sinful at all.  In fact, they often engage in sex 

because they judge what they are doing as “love-making” and experience their mutual 

sex as a “source of grace.”  Cardinal Ratzinger would intervene here saying that, due to 

the fact that the procreative aspect of sexuality is missing, there must always be a 

degree of moral guilt.  Such a judgment, however, would follow from Ratzinger’s 

essentialist thinking and his attempt to take a rule used to evaluate heterosexual acts 

and to apply it indiscriminately to homosexual acts.  Furthermore, even in the case of a 

venial sin, one must judge the action as a minor deviation from what God expects.  

Something which is regarded as a “virtuous deed” cannot subjectively be “a sin” at all.  

Here again Ratzinger’s disordered thoughts on homosexuality bring him to conclusions 

which conflict with classical moral theology. 

109 For full details here, see http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-

opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/ 

110 “Pope Francis’s Opening Remarks at [2014] Synod” (Full Text) 

 (http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-opening-remarks-at-synod-

full-text/) 

111 “Abp. Dew: there is ‘new life’ in the Synod process ,” Vatican Radio, 10 Oct 

2014  (http://en.radiovaticana.va/news/2014/10/10/ 

abp_dew_there_is_%E2%80%98new_life%E2%80%99_in_the_synod_process___/1108306).  

Full broadcast can be heard online. 

112 “Synod seeks to model God's marriage of justice and mercy,” Vatican 

Radio, 10 Sept 2014  (http://en.radiovaticana.va/news/2014/10/09/ 

synod_seeks_to_model_gods_marriage_of_justice_and_mercy/1108255).  Full broadcast 

can be heard online. 

113 Thomas Reese, S.J., “Synod ends where it began, in disagreement,” 20 Oct 

2015, National Catholic Reporter Online (http://ncronline.org/blogs/faith-and-justice/ 

synod-ends-where-it-began-disagreement).  

114 For details, see http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=478. 

115 Whatever praise that Peter gains for declaring that Jesus is the Christ is 

rapidly undercut when Jesus, in just the next moment, undercuts Peter entirely by saying, 

“Get behind me, Satan.”  Furthermore, in Matt 18:18, it is the judgment of “the church” 

that is relied upon as the court of final appeals for settling disputes.  Peter is not 

mentioned or implied.  The church may here mean the whole assembly of believers, or it 

may mean those who are authorized to try such cases--the representatives of the 

church. In the Jewish synagogue there was a bench of elders before whom trials of this 

kind were brought.  Thus, grievances were to be settled privately if possible.  If this was 

unsuccessful, two or three witnesses were to be called forward.  If this is successful, then 

one need not go any further for one “has won back one’s brother.” Should this 

additional step be inadequate, then someone who wronged his brother was to be 

brought before the church.  In the end, if someone was unwilling to be admonished, 
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entreated, and reformed by the church, then the offender was to be cast out and 

shunned as “an outsider.”   

116 Nothing in Matt 16:18 remotely suggests that the praise given to Peter 

somehow gets transferred to “the successors” of Peter.  The NT is entirely silent regarding 

anyone, Jesus included, as having “successors.” According to Paul, the Church is built 

on the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets (Eph 2:20) or on Christ Himself (2 Cor 

3:11).  According to Acts, Peter does take some key initiatives in the early church (esp. in 

Acts 10, where he initiates a mission to the Romans).   At no time, however, does he hold 

a superior rank over the Apostles. Moreover, it is James, not Peter, who presides at the 

Council at Jerusalem.  According to Acts, Jerusalem is the mother church and not 

Rome.  Even if Peter was “first among equals” and was esteemed by Jesus over the 

other Apostles, and he was, in addition, the first Bishop of Rome (which seems doubtful 

in view of Paul’s letter to the Romans), there is still no evidence that Jesus gave Peter the 

right of conferring such precedence on his successors.  For a balanced and ecumenical 

treatment of this important issue, see Raymond E. Brown, et al., Peter in the New 

Testament (New York: Wipf & Stock Pub; Reprint edition, 2002).   

117 “Fundamentalism” originated as a conservative response to the Protestant 

liberal theologians of the late 19th and 20th centuries.  The most coherent reply to the 

liberal challenge came in The Fundamentals, a multivolume set of essays that began 

publication in 1910 and lent the movement its name.  Fundamentalism, consequently, 

refers to a sociological and theological movement against threats to “biblical 

inerrancy” posed by liberal biblical scholarship.     

For non-specialists who want an overview of fundamentalism, the essay by 

Jeffrey Kenny, “Fundamentalism,” found online in Encyclopedia.com 

 (http://www.encyclopedia.com/topic/fundamentalism.aspx) offers an accurate and 

very understandable introduction.  For those who want a historical analysis of origins, the 

classical account is provided by George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American 

Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth Century Evangelicalism, 1870–1925 (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1980).   

The Fundamentalism Project, which was sponsored by the American Academy 

of Arts and Sciences, was an international scholarly investigation of conservative 

religious movements throughout the world. The project, which began in 1987 and 

concluded in 1995, was directed by Martin E. Marty and R. Scott Appleby.  I have been 

very much influenced by this project.  See https://en.wikipedia.org/ 

wiki/The_Fundamentalism_Project for more details. 

118 “Taliban treatment of women,” Wikipedia  (https://en.wikipedia.org/ 

wiki/Taliban_treatment_of_women).  This, effectively, is parallel to what European 

missionaries and their military escorts did when they introduced “strict monogamy” and 

“the modest covering of breasts” as a social and religious requirement among Africans 

converted to Christianity.  This created unnecessary suffering upon the women in Africa.  

The bras they imported caused sweating and itching and gave them scabs.  It was all 

done with the purest of motives.  The same can be said for the Taliban.  They too have 

the purest of motives but a nearly complete ignorance that their practice of Islam 

(Wahhabism) is an ultra-conservative anomaly within the larger Islamic landscape.  

Taliban rule consequently is a mixed blessing.  Taliban fighters liberated Kabul from 

Soviet occupation and from skirmishes among the rival warlords.  However, the Taliban 
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brought with it the ultra-conservative cultural traditions of Saudi Arabia which has 

IMPOSED an immense hardship on the lives of women in Afghanistan.   

119 The Catholic Church has gradually come to the understanding that 

sacramental marriages are indissoluble.  From this vantage point, civil divorces and civil 

remarriages do not change the fact that Catholic spouses are permanently married to 

their first spouse until that bond has been broken by death or by a canonical 

annulment.  From God’s perspective, therefore, every act of intercourse with another 

person must be judged as an act of adultery.  

In the official CDF document sent to the world's bishops on 14 Oct 1994, one 

finds the following judgment:  

The mistaken conviction of a divorced-and-remarried person that he may 

receive holy Communion normally presupposes that personal conscience is 

considered in the final analysis to be able, on the basis of one's own 

convictions, to come to a decision about the existence or absence of a 

previous marriage and the value of the new union. However, such a position is 

inadmissible. Marriage, in fact, both because it is the image of the spousal 

relationship between Christ and his church as well as the fundamental core 

and an important factor in the life of civil society, is  essentially a public reality. 

[sec. 7]  

By this document the Holy See affirmed the continuous theology and discipline 

of the Catholic Church that those who are divorced and remarried without a Decree of 

Nullity for the first marriage (whether that marriage was made within or outside the 

Catholic Church) are in an objectively adulterous union that prevents them from 

honestly repenting, receiving absolution for their sins, and receiving Holy Communion. 

Until the marital irregularity is resolved by a Marriage Tribunal, or other procedures which 

apply to marriages of the non-baptized, they may not approach Penance or Holy 

Communion. As Pope John Paul II pointed out in Reconciliation and Penance, the 

Church desires such couples to participate in the Church's life to the extent possible 

(and this participation in Mass, Eucharistic adoration, devotions and so on is a great 

spiritual help to them), as they work toward full sacramental participation. 

A Unique Case. One final situation is that of those who have repented of their 

illicit union, but remain together for a serious reason, such as for the sake of their 

children. Catholic pastoral practice allows that IF their pastor judges that scandal can 

be avoided (meaning most people are unaware of their remarriage and consider them 

a married couple), then they may live together as "brother and sister" (without any 

sexual relations), and be admitted to the sacraments. If scandal cannot be avoided, 

then they must either  separate or refrain from the sacraments.  (Last three paragraphs 

are taken from https://www.ewtn.com/expert/answers/ 

communion_of_divorced_and_remarr.htm) 

For an undate of what changes are in progress, see “My Church punishes my 

second marriage” (http://www.supportpopefrancis.com/?p=189) For a historic overview 

of how Catholics permitted divorce and remarriage in the past, see “Q6 Are the hands 

of the cardinals tied?” (http://www.supportpopefrancis.com/?p=140) 

120 According to even a conservative Muslim analysis, there are only two verses 

of the Quran that speak about covering the body.  This is revealing since it shows that 

there were no detailed divinely revealed dress codes that God intended for Muslim 

women.  For details, refer to “The Qur’an and Hijab,” Al-Islam.org (http://www.al-
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islam.org/hijab-muslim-womens-dress-islamic-or-cultural-sayyid-muhammad-rizvi/quran-

and-hijab).  You will discover that this article presents the topic with Christian readers in 

mind.  Al-Islam.org is a collaborative effort to bring together and promote accurate 

information by creating the world's largest Digital Islamic Library on the Internet.  Herein 

you will find Muslims analyzing the Taliban and finding them wanting.  Here is one 

example:  

The Taliban and Al-Qa'idah, who are the same extremist Wahhabis, killed in just 

one explosion one hundred and fifty innocent people and cause injury to 

three hundred, amongst which are children, infants, women and the elderly in 

Najaf (two years ago). These are the painful and bitter results of misguided 

ways of thinking which has damaged the image of Islam in the world and has 

made their foothold insecure, even in the Saudi kingdom, which has been their 

place of origin (http://www.al-islam.org/wahabism-at-crossroads-nasir-

makarim-shirazi/section-2-imposing-belief). 

121 Laura Bush dramatized the plight of Afghani women as yet another 

justification for the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan.  Even if Osama bin Laden were never 

found, therefore, women’s liberation from the Taliban would be an ample mission for 

U.S. troops.  This vision of things, however, is simplistic.  Using such an argument, the U.S. 

military would be invading Saudi Arabia first and foremost for it has the most oppressive 

policy regarding women. 

The Fagan women, themselves, have a vision of their welfare that entirely sets 

aside the trajectory that women’s liberation took in the USA.  For example: 

Zohra Yusuf Daoud, the first (and last) woman to hold the title of Miss 

Afghanistan, wrote: “Some aspects associated with Western feminism, such as 

bra-burning, revealing clothing, and sexual promiscuity are not appropriate at 

this stage for Afghan feminists, if they ever will be.” A spokeswoman for the 

Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan, a dissident group that 

has been active against every Afghan government going back to 1977 when 

the country was a Soviet satellite, told me that RAWA (Revolutionary 

Association of the Women of Afghanistan) considers the Americans too 

wrapped up in issues like abortion and women’s salaries compared to men’s. 

She called these “luxury items” for women struggling for the right to move 

about freely, to educate and support themselves, and to have political 

representation (http://www.hoover.org/research/islam-and-women). 

122 The defense has been made into a dramatic play and movie, both of which 

are called “Inherit the Wind.”  For more details, see https://en.wikipedia.org/ 

wiki/Inherit_the_Wind_%28play%29 and https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 

Inherit_the_Wind_%281999_film%29. 

123 In Cincinnati I often see car bumper stickers announcing “I am a believer,” 

one of the “six million visitors” to the Creation Museum.  For more details, go to 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Creation_Museum and http://creationmuseum.org/. 

124
 Two years ago I discovered Kevin Kukla’s website, ProLife365.org. At first, I 

was just annoyed. Then I realized that Kevin represented an educated, upwardly mobile 

Catholic Fundamentalist who is intent upon upholding and defending the entire 

Vatican ideology regarding the sexual issues of our day.  

Kevin is not a lightweight. When I take issue with Kevin, I am taking issue with a 

Catholic who takes a secret delight in basking in the absolute certainty that is given to 
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those who maintain an ideological conformity with the Vatican in all areas of sexual 

morality. In Kevin’s understanding, the whole world is going to hell in a hand basket, and 

only a slim minority of Catholic Fundamentalists like himself has a secure foundation in 

God’s truth (https://payhip.com/b/jnsw).  

125 Improper use of social media undoubtedly refers to the case of Mike 

Moroski. 

126 This applies to the teacher in the Archdiocese who was dismissed for using 

artificial insemination.  See n. 78. 

 127 John Gehring, “Catholic Bishops Rev Up Political Machine to Fight the 

Gays,” Faith in Public Life 26 Sept 2012  (http://www.faithinpubliclife.org/blog/catholic-

bishops-rev-up-political-machine-to-fight-the-gays/).  Notice here that I’ve used a report 

from 2012 by way of indicating that the anti-gay fundamentalism within Catholicism is 

not a recent innovation.   

128 I write here “guardians of fundamentalism.”  They, of course, see themselves 

as “guardians of Church doctrine.”  The “doctrine” they are endeavoring to impose 

upon the Catholic population, however, is largely limited to an ultra-conservative code 

of sexual purity that has become widespread only within the last fifty years.   In their 

eyes, however, this code expresses “God’s will for us” in these modern times and carries 

with it the approval of the last three popes.  Hence, they feel obliged to impose it on 

themselves and on everyone else as well.  For an example of how Catholic 

fundamentalists “tie up heavy burdens, hard to bear, and lay them on people's 

shoulders” (Matt. 23:4), see Monsignor Charles M. Mangan, “Married Couples Who 

Intentionally Chose Sterilization For Contraceptive Purposes and Lasting Repentance,” 

Catholic Online (http://www.catholic.org/featured/headline.php?ID=655). 

129 “Lesbian Couple Denied Communion At Mother's Funeral By Catholic Priest; 

Carol Parker And Josie Martin 'Shocked',” HuffPost 05 Feb 2014 

(http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/02/05/lesbian-denied-

communion_n_4731562.html). 

130 “Lesbian Couple Denied Communion.”  

131 “Lesbian Couple Denied Communion.” 

132 The “last rites” is the older phrase because it refers to the sacrament of 

Extreme Unction (Latin, “Last Anointing”) prior to death.  After Vatican II, this practice 

was altered and this sacrament was renamed “Anointing of the Sick” and the faithful 

were encouraged to make use of this sacrament in the case of any severe illness and 

not just when the patient was dying.  Confession (a separate sacrament) can be 

administered prior to the Anointing of the Sick if the sick person requests it.  If the person 

is alert, s/he can request receiving Communion after the Anointing. 

133 Ronald Plishka, “Gay Heart Attack Patient, Says Catholic Priest Refused Him 

Last Rites,” HuffPost 20 Feb 2014 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/02/20/ronald-

plishka-gay-heart-attack_n_4823914.html). 

134 The Catechism of the Catholic Church details the benefits of this Anointing 

as follows:  
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The first grace of this sacrament is one of strengthening, peace and courage 

to overcome the difficulties that go with the condition of serious illness or the 

frailty of old age. This grace is a gift of the Holy Spirit, who renews trust and faith 

in God and strengthens against the temptations of the evil one, the 

temptation to discouragement and anguish in the face of death. This 

assistance from the Lord by the power of his Spirit is meant to lead the sick 

person to healing of the soul, but also of the body if such is God's will. 

Furthermore, "if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven." (§1520) 

135 One reader endeavors to completely exonerate Fr. Coelho on the 

assumption that he did hear the confession of Ronald Plishka and, in order to preserve 

the seal of the confessional, he was not able to explain his strange conduct to outsiders 

because, to do so, he would have had to reveal what Ronald said to him during his 

confession.  This assumption seems unwarranted and goes against the reported stream 

of events.  For more details and interesting commentary by readers, see: “The sad story 

of a priest, a partial-penitent and the press,” PATHEOS 

(http://www.patheos.com/blogs/getreligion/2014/02/the-sad-story-of-a-priest-a-partial-

penitent-and-the-press/). 

136 Here are the relevant texts that Fr. Coehlo should have been using to direct 

his pastoral care: 

sin whose object is grave and which is also committed with full knowledge and 

deliberate consent.” Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1857  

of objective moral norms. It considers the individual in his (or her) actual 

situation, with all his (or her) strengths and weaknesses. The decision of 

conscience . . . can only be made after prudent consideration of the real 

situation as well as the moral norm. . . the pastoral counselling of homophile 

persons cannot ignore the objective morality of homosexual genital acts, but it 

is important to interpret them, to understand the pattern of life in which they 

take place, to appreciate the personal meaning which these acts have for 

different people . . . Catholic Bishops of England and Wales Catholic Social 

Welfare Commission, An Introduction to the Pastoral Care of Homosexual 

People, 1979  

that they will be in serious personal and perhaps social trouble unless they 

attain a steady partnership within their homosexual lives, one can recommend 

them to seek such a partnership and one accepts this relationship as the best 

they can do in their present situation.  Fr. Jan Visser, co-author of the 1975 

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration on Certain Questions 

Concerning Sexual Ethics, quoted by Sean O’Riordan, C.Ss.R., in The 

‘Declaration on Certain Questions Concerning Sexual Ethics’: A Discussion, 

James McManus, C.Ss.R., Sean O’Riordan, CSs.R., and Henry Stratton, The 

Clergy Review, London, June 1976, v. 61, no. 6, p. 233.  
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activity and the permanent association between two homosexual persons, 

who feel incapable of enduring a solitary life devoid of sexual expression. This 

distinction may be borne in mind when offering pastoral advice and 

establishing the degree of responsibility. . . . [Catholic Bishops of England and 

Wales Catholic Social Welfare Commission, An Introduction to the Pastoral 

Care of Homosexual People, 1979]. 

 obey the certain judgment of his [sic] 

conscience. If he were to deliberately act against it, he would condemn himself. 

Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1790. 

—even an erroneous 

conscience, but one whose voice appears to him as unquestionable—he must always 

listen to it. John Paul II, Crossing the Threshold of Hope, 1994, p. 191. 

137 Karen Doherty, an organizer of the Conference of Catholic Lesbians, tells 

her own personal story of the meeting that she had in 1984 with Cardinal John 

O’Connor in NYC: 

So again, [this] was one of those naïve, hopeful beliefs that if they [the Church 

leaders] would only hear us and hear our story, then they’d change. And I did 

remember thinking about him, because his predecessor would not meet at all 

with lesbian and gay groups, that at least he [Cardinal John O’Connor] did. 

And he didn’t come in with a battery of advisors or canon lawyers, or anyone. 

He came in alone. So he met alone with about ten or twelve representatives 

from the various groups, including Dignity and CCL [Conference of Catholic 

Lesbians]. And he listened to what people had to say. And there was some 

heated exchange. And what he ended the meeting was, is that the teachings 

of the church are very deep on this issue, and. And I remember (cries as she 

tells this story) a man sitting next to me that had lost his children [when he 

came out as gay] starting to cry. And all the Catholics crying because there 

was no escape. You were hearing it, that no matter what, we [the bishops] 

can’t take you as you are. And I remember just sitting there feeling bad. And 

there was just a sense of resolve that we were going to go on. 

(http://www.lgbtran.org/Exhibits/OralHistory/ 

Doherty/KDoherty.pdf) 

138 I get a little nervous when Francis says, “it lacks God.”  Fundamentalists are 

far from being Godless. Pope Francis would have done better if he said that “it distorts 

God” or that “it worships a false God.” Fundamentalists give God a makeover that 

makes him look like a bigger and better version of themselves.  They hate homosexual 

sex, so they convince themselves that God does the same.  They disregard the rights 

and the welfare of others who get in the way of their holy campaign against same-sex 

marriages, so they convince themselves that God does the same.  They promote their 

brand of religion but its “an idolatry.”  Not a godless idolatry, but a religion that “lacks 

[the compassion and justice of the] God [of Jesus Christ].” 

139 James Martin, S.J., “God's Not Fixing This? No, We're Not Listening,” America 

03 Dec 2015 (http://americamagazine.org/content/all-things/gods-not-fixing-no-were-

not-listening). 

140 This closed-door mode of operating was not always Cardinal Ratzinger 

approach.  When it came to the preparation of the universal catechism, for example, 

the bishops throughout the world were brought in on the project.  Theological and 
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catechetical institutes were invited to make suggestions to improve the preliminary 

drafts.  Throughout, Ratzinger worked in collaboration with other experts.  For details, see 

Cardinal James Hickey, “Launching the Catechism for Australia,” address presented at 

the National Press Club in Canberra, 22 June 1994 

(https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=5241). 

141 Jackie M. Blount, Fit to Teach: Same-Sex Desire, Gender, and School Work in 

the Twentieth Century (NY: SUNY Press, 2005).    In the 1970s, some of the best-

credentialed educators who were invested with power and authority as 

superintendents were openly and aggressively dismissing anyone with confused sexual 

tendencies.  This was based on the belief that students influenced by such teachers 

would be prone to imitate their "deviant behavior." In brief, these educators 

manufactured a doctrine of contempt based upon passionately held presuppositions 

that were largely unproven and untested. In this climate, even heterosexual persons 

who displayed confused sexual tendencies were considered unfit for teaching. 

This caused enormous suffering for those teachers who were insecure about 

their sex roles.  The same pain and suffering was inflicting parents and students who also 

may not have exemplified a clear and unambiguous sexual identity.  Mothers who were 

domineering and wore the pants in the family were thus seen as setting a confusing 

"bad example" for their children.  Fathers who were soft-spoken and artistically inclined 

also set a "bad example."  The presupposition was that parents with blurred sexual 

characteristics were "unfit for parenting" in precisely the same way and for the same 

reasons that teachers with blurred role identifications were "unfit for teaching." 

Blount narrates how various political and social organizations in the 1970s and 

1980s fought to maintain the teaching of contempt while others sought to overturn 

misunderstandings and the popular prejudices.  Blount uses well-chosen case studies 

throughout to illustrate the long and bloody struggle toward an open and frank public 

exchange that enabled the public at large to honor alternative sexual orientations on 

the part of teachers and students alike. 

In the end, this book is a must-read for those who may not be aware of how 

long and perilous our journey has been toward providing homosexuals and 

heterosexuals with "blurred sexual identities" a place of safety and of honor within the 

ranks of teachers. 

142 When it comes to the campaign to rid the seminaries of gay candidates, no 

one has yet been able to write such a detailed story.  This is because the campaign is 

largely secret and because seminarians have, in most instances, taken the tact, “Don’t 

ask.  Don’t tell.”  For an excellent introduction to this topic, see B.A. Robinson, “Excluding 

homosexuals from Catholic seminaries,” Ontario Consultants on Religious Tolerance, 22 

April 2009 (http://www.religioustolerance.org/hom_rcc2.htm). 

143 Women’s ordination is one such issue.  I called the book ordering 

department of Paulist Press three years ago and inquired as to why three titles that they 

had formerly published on the topic of women’s ordination were no longer listed in any 

of their catalogues, printed or online.  The woman responsible for sales told me, in a 

calm, steady voice, “Paulist Press has NEVER published any book that deviates from the 

Catholic faith as defined by the Magisterium.”  I then gave her the titles of the three 

books, one by one, asking whether there were still a few copies on their shelves that 

could be sold.  Not a one.  A nervous manager had them shredded once they saw the 

writing on the wall during the purges initiated by Cardinal Ratzinger. 
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144 The Pew study found that a record 14.6 percent of all new marriages in the 

United States in 2008 were between persons of different racial or ethnic backgrounds, six 

times the intermarriage rate in 1960 and more than double the rate in 1980.  Here’s the 

part of the report that most news outlets omitted: “Of the four groups tested in the 

survey, openness to a family member’s marriage to an African American ranked lowest”  

(http://newamericamedia.org/2010/07/black-people-least-desirable-in-mix-

marriages.php). 

145 In the past, zoologists were prone to find their own proclivities mirrored within 

the animal kingdom.  Female animals were characterized as “coy,” while the male was 

seen as initiating sex whenever any of his females was “in heat.”  In so doing, humans 

noticed and concentrated on those aspects of animal sexuality that mirrored human 

sexuality.  Under these conditions, homosexual activities went unnoticed. 

In recent times the issue of homosexuality has sparked new research into the 

varieties of sex found within the animal kingdom.  The lioness, for example, initiates sex 

repeated in the period when she is fertile.  Female macaques mount other females 

repeatedly and their sex play serves to create emotional bonds with each other.  They 

even mount the alpha male in the hopes of stimulating him to have sex.   

Among some species, lifelong female coupling takes place and this serves to 

securely raise a new chick every season.  Consider the conduct of the Laysan albatross 

which nests in Hawaii, US.  Among these huge birds, pairs are usually "married" for life. It 

takes two parents working together to rear a chick successfully, and doing so 

repeatedly means that the parents can hone their skills together. But in one population 

on the island of Oahu, 31% of the pairings are made up of two unrelated females. 

What's more, they rear chicks, fathered by males that are already in a committed pair 

but sneak matings with one or both of the females. Like male-female pairs, these 

female-female pairs can only rear one chick in a season.  See   Melissa Hogenboom, 

“Are There Any Homosexual Animals,” BBC, 6 February 2015 

(http://www.bbc.com/earth/story/20150206-are-there-any-homosexual-animals).  

146 For a concise summary of the properties of menstrual blood, see John 

Wijngaards, “Women were considered Ritually Unclean” (http://www.womenpriests.org/ 

traditio/unclean.asp) and “Does menstruation (the monthly menstrual periods) make a 

woman unclean?” (http://www.thebodyissacred.org/body/periods.asp). 

147 “Sex on your Period,” SexInfoOnline 

(http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/sexinfo/article/sex-your-period). 

148 Christiane Northrup, M.D., in “Celebrating a Girl’s First Period,” offers solid 

anthropological background and then goes on to discuss, in a very practical way, how 

to enable your own daughter to cherish her own awakening sexuality 

(http://www.drnorthrup.com/celebrating-a-girls-first-period/). 

149 While often attributed to St. Augustine, some maintain that it originates with 

an otherwise undistinguished German Lutheran theologian of the early seventeenth 

century, Rupertus Meldenius (http://www.ligonier.org/learn/articles/essentials-unity-non-

essentials-liberty-all-things/). 

150 Kevin Kukla, “3 BIG Reasons Why the Catholic Church Teaches Against 

Voluntary Sterilizations,” ProLife365, 30 Nov 2015  (http://prolife365.com/tubal-ligation-

and-vasectomy-sterilizations/). 

151 Kukla, “3 BIG Reasons.” 
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152 Kukla, “3 BIG Reasons.” 

153 Kukla, “3 BIG Reasons.” 

154 Kukla, “3 BIG Reasons.” 

155 Let me supply an instance of this suffering: 

I know of a devout Catholic woman married to a Protestant gentleman.  The 

first two children born to them during the first three years of their marriage were 

a mutual joy that bound them together in lifelong bliss.  But in their early 40s, 

this bliss was rudely shattered by two unplanned pregnancies due to the failure 

of NFP.  The wife had to interrupt her career as an artist in order to become a 

full-time mother and part-time grandmother. 

The husband never entirely trusted NFP.  Nor did his wife, truth to say, but she 

was traumatized by the thought that every contraceptive use would be a 

mortal sin that risks eternal hellfire.  She consulted two priests on this matter.  

One invited her to “look at her distress and trials as an opportunity to be united 

with the sufferings of Christ on the cross.”  The second assured her that 

“praying unceasingly would give her the strength to follow Christ and to gain 

for herself (and for her husband) treasures in the world to come.”   

The husband was frustrated that “these priests sugarcoated her sufferings 

rather than relieved them.”  The more he tried to gently persuade his wife to try 

the pill, the more she moved physically and emotionally away from him.  

Initially her husband attended Mass with her and was even considering 

converting to Catholicism.  Later, he resented the way that “her priests” fed 

into her religious trauma.  He blamed “these priests for undercutting their 

marital bliss.”  So, in the summers, he played golf frequently, and, in the winters, 

he went out drinking while his wife and his two infant daughters went to Mass 

without him.  He was both angry and depressed.  She, meanwhile, was stuck in 

a dark place where her love for her husband is constrained by her love for her 

Church.   So, they ended up sleeping fitfully at night in separate beds.  They 

started out as ardent lovers and ended up as “working partners in a sexless 

marriage.” 

156  “What a beautiful opportunity it is to combine my sufferings with the 

sufferings of Christ,” they say.  Accordingly, fundamentalists sugar-coat their sufferings 

and sugar-coat the suffering of their victims as well.  This is why I produced, just prior to 

this book, the following: Aaron Milavec, “The Forgiveness of Sins without the Crucifixion 

of Jesus,” Kindle eBooks, 01 Nov 2015 (http://www.amazon.com/dp/B017GQE6RS/).  

157 I am deliberately using the term “sex orgies” to register the fervent and 

loving passion that erupted each month when we were consciously and deliberately 

enjoying the sex that God created for producing offspring.  The long Christian tradition, 

by contrast, has been more prone to exalt suffering rather sexual enjoyment.  St. 

Augustine, for example, imagined that the impulsiveness of hot sex was essentially sinful 

because any act wherein a man loses his rational control is necessarily dehumanizing 

(following the Stoic philosophers).  For Augustine, even marital sex undertaken to fulfill 

the command “to be fruitful and to multiply” was still a venial sin.  Had he known better, 

he would have said that this sex is doubly blessed and doubly satisfying.   

The twelfth-century Italian theologian Peter Lombard even went so far as to 

maintain in his De excusatione coitus that for a husband to love his wife too ardently is a 

sin worse than adultery.  Such opinions are theological nonsense. Yet, even Blessed 
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Pope John Paul II made the mistake of teaching that it is “a [minor] sin” for a man to 

love his wife too ardently.  For a biblical and historical study of this issue, see “Jesus on 

Sex and Marriage and Finding the Heart of God” (http://www.churchonfire.net/sex/). 

158 For full details, see http://www.churchonfire.net/?p=989. 

159 For more details about the Pontifical Birth Control Commission, see 

http://www.churchonfire.net/?page_id=24#Sec7 

160 Christian Taliban?  I discovered that I am not alone in this assessment.  See 

Michael Carino, “Have We Become Christian Taliban?” 09 Sept 2011 (http://www 

.michaelcarino.com/have-we-become-christian-taliban/).  See, also, Fr. Rosica who 

says, “There is a certain form of Taliban Catholicism out there now that would like to 

dictate everything, and really it doesn’t speak to the future“  

(http://callmejorgebergoglio.blogspot.com/2015/02/cardinal-carlo-maria-martini-

sj.html). 

161 See my response to Kevin Kukla, “What’s Wrong with a Little Porn Viewing?” 

(http://prolife365.com/porn-viewing/). 

162 The appeal to “conscience” takes priority over all other sources for 

discerning “what is truly right and just by God’s standards” as opposed to following “a 

political ideology.”  Archbishop Schnurr clarifies this point as follows: 

The answer is to consult our conscience, which is a judgment of reason about 

the good to be done and the evil to be avoided in a concrete situation (cf. 

Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1778 & Forming Consciences for Faithful 

Citizenship, §17). A conscience must be well-formed by using reason to 

discover the natural law and faith to understand Sacred Scripture and official 

Church teaching.  We then submit our judgment to God in prayer, striving to 

discern His will. By humbly committing ourselves to the life-long journey of 

developing our consciences, we more clearly distinguish the Truth of God in a 

complex, sometimes manipulative world, and make choices that promote the 

life and the dignity of all. 

(http://thecatholicbeat.sacredheartradio.com/2012/09/archbishop-schnurrs-

letter-on-elections-and-citizenship/#sthash.FJo8h3db.dpuf) 

In effect, therefore, both Archbishop Schnurr and Mike Moroski both appeal to 

“conscience” by way of justifying how they acted.  Archbishop Schnurr delivered his 

ultimatum because he was responsible for insuring that teachers in his Catholic schools 

both teach and live according to the norms published by the Vatican.  Mike Moroski 

refused to capitulate because, according to his informed conscience, the Vatican had 

arrived at a defective judgment when it came to same-sex unions.  When such 

differences arise, the expectation might be that open dialogue has to begin and to 

continue until they can work out some middle ground between them.  Both are 

Catholic pastors; yet, due to the authoritarian modality preferred by the Archbishop, he 

wasted no time with any dialogue.  He moved directly to have Mike Moroski removed 

from his office with a police escort. 

163 See Appendix 5. 
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164 It is in accordance with their dignity as persons-that is, beings endowed with 

reason and free will and therefore privileged to bear personal responsibility-

that all men should be at once impelled by nature and also bound by. They 

are also bound to adhere to the truth, once it is known, and to order their 

whole lives in accord with the demands of truth. However, men cannot 

discharge these obligations in a manner in keeping with their own nature.  

Therefore, the right to religious freedom has its foundation not in the subjective 

disposition of the person, but in his very nature (Declaration on Religious 

Freedom = Dignitatis Humanae, §2). 

165 Joseph Ratzinger, Commentary on the Doctrine of Vatican II, ed. Herbert 

Vorgrimler, Volume V, p 134.  One wonders whether Cardinal Ratzinger thought of 

himself as contributing to the totalitarianism of Vatican control over the worldwide 

Church. 

166 This statement is rather catchy because it ties together the intimate 

interplay between truly acting justly and the public perception thereof. To my 

recollection, the U.S. Catholic bishops first used the initial half of this statement in their 

“Pastoral Letter on the Economy,” written in the 80s.  Then, it next shows up in their 9/11 

statement and is tied into formulating principles to be used by the President in the fight 

against “terrorism.”  The final word, consequently, is not “same-sex marriages” but 

“terrorism.”  Thirdly, this same principle gets cited in the bishop’s letter complaining 

about the miscarriage of justice in the treatment of prisoners at Guantanamo.  If the 

statement is true, and clearly the U.S. bishops think so, then they might very well apply it 

as a guiding principle in their own vicious fight against “same-sex marriages.” 

167 To understand nonviolent resistance, one needs to look at the efficacy of 

Mahatma Gandhi in ousting the British colonization and military domination of India 

without needing to resort to guerrilla warfare.  Closer to home, one needs to think of the 

Montgomery bus boycott and the lunch-counter sit-ins (an invention of dissatisfied 

youth) that eventually overthrew a host of Jim Crow laws bent upon keeping “those 

damn Niggers in their place.”  Martin Luther King, Jr. called the principle of nonviolent 

resistance the ‘‘guiding light of our movement. Christ furnished the spirit and motivation 

while Gandhi furnished the method’’ (Papers 5:423).  For more details, see 

http://kingencyclopedia.stanford.edu/encyclopedia/encyclopedia/enc_nonviolent_re

sistance/.   The U.S. Catholic bishops strongly supported the Civil Rights Movement under 

King’s direction precisely because of its principled application of nonviolent resistance.  

Meanwhile these same bishops encouraged dialogue with Black Muslims but positively 

rejected the Black Panthers. 

168 For a story that demonstrates just how effective this can be, see Lauren 

FitzPatrick, “Students launch "read-in" at DuSable High to protest losing librarian,” 

Chicago Sun-Times 11 Dec 2015 (http://chicago.suntimes.com/news/7/71/1174223/ 

students-launch-read-dusable-high-protest-losing-librarian) and Lauren FitzPatrick , “CPS 

reinstates DuSable librarian using 'anonymous gift',” Chicago Sun-Times 17 Dec 2015 

(http://chicago.suntimes.com/news/7/71/1189151/dusable-librarian-reinstated-protests). 

169 Needless to say, “expulsion” is an excessive and unwarranted penalty for 

someone acting in behalf of justice.  Malicious obstruction is one thing; mindful protest is 

quite another.  Even should the administration not understand this and try to identify 

and expel some of the ring leaders of the protest movement as a favor to the 

Archbishop, students could then turn their attention to teaching the administrators that 
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they also are not free to abuse their authority and to punish those who are using 

Catholic principles in their struggle for justice.  

170 For an understanding of shunning, see http://www.apologeticsindex.org/ 

10751-shunning. 

171 For his published views, see “Pope Francis Allows For Civil Unions for Lesbian 

and Gay Couples (https://www.newwaysministry.org/2017/09/02/pope-francis-says-he-

supports-civil-unions-for-lesbian-and-gay-couples/).  The New York Times reported that 

“Cardinal Jorge Mario Bergoglio . . . spoke out in a heated meeting of bishops in 2010 

and advocated a highly unorthodox solution: that the church in Argentina support the 

idea of civil unions for gay couples” (https://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/20/world/ 

americas/pope-francis-old-colleagues-recall-pragmatic-streak.html). 
172 Canon 843.1 of the Roman Catholic Code of Canon Law states: "Sacred 

ministers cannot deny the sacraments to those who seek them at appropriate times, are 

properly disposed, and are not prohibited by law from receiving them."  Up to this point, 

Catholics who get civil divorces and remarry (without an ecclesiastic annulment) 

presume that they are not permitted to receive Communion.  According to the 

Association for the Rights of Catholics in the Church (ARCC), this is faulty thinking.  See 

“Remarriage in the Church: Pastoral Solutions” 

(http://astro.temple.edu/~arcc/marriage.htm) for details.  Many of the arguments 

found in this essay would also apply to those who are in a same-sex marriage. 

173 On the EWTN website which has a reputation for its conservative views, I am 

happy to report that I found this analysis (that accords very well with traditional Catholic 

teaching): 

First of all, it is incumbent upon each member of the faithful to assess if he or 

she is in a state of grace to receive Communion. In order to know this with 

reasonable moral certitude, the person must not be aware of having 

committed any grave sin that has not been confessed or of not being in a 

situation which would normally preclude being able to receive the sacrament 

such as, for example, an irregular marriage not recognized as valid by the 

Church.  

The individual person can reach a reasonable moral certainty as to the 

present state of his soul. The priest usually has no knowledge as to a person's 

state of grace.  

Even if the priest is practically certain that a person should not receive 

Communion and would be committing a sacrilege by doing so, he should not 

publicly refuse to administer the sacrament. No person, not even a grave 

sinner, should be publicly exposed for hidden faults.  (Father Edward 

McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum University, “Denying 

Communion to Someone” [http://www.ewtn.com/library/Liturgy/zlitur401.htm). 

174 Here is a story that indicates the pastoral care that Pope Francis employs: 

Jaqui Lisbona, a dark-haired Argentine woman with a broad smile, says her life 

has changed. 
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Lisbona loved her civil law husband. She had been with him for 19 years. They 

had two children together and shared a life. They considered themselves 

staunch Catholics. She and her husband prayed every night and “always” 

turned to God. “When someone is in a difficult situation, God is the first one to 

turn to,” she said. 

But her husband, Julio Sabetta, had previously been divorced — a fact that, 

according to church teachings, would restrict him and possibly even her from 

receiving Communion. Lisbona didn’t know what to do. The last time she tried 

to take the Eucharist was last year, but the local priest not only denied her 

Communion, but also told her she couldn’t go to confession. “[They told me 

that] when I went home, I resumed a life of sin,” she told the Buenos Aires radio 

station La Red AM910. 

Distraught, she “spontaneously” wrote down her concerns about “violating 

church rules” — and shipped the letter off to the Vatican for Pope Francis. 

“I wrote to him because he’s Argentinean, he listens to people and I believe in 

miracles,” she said. 

Six months passed. Then on Monday, the phone chirped at her San Lorenzo 

home. Her husband answered it. On the other end was someone who 

identified himself as “Father Bergoglio” — and he was asking to speak with 

Lisbona. “My husband asked, ‘Who’s calling?’ The voice replied, ‘Father 

Bergoglio.’ I asked him if it was really him, the pope, and he said it was and 

that he was calling in response to my letter dated in September.” 

Lisbona claims the pope told her “there was no problem” with her taking 

Communion, and that he was “dealing with the issue” of remarried 

divorcees, the Vatican Insider reports. “He said my letter was useful in helping 

him address this issue…. Then he told me there are some priests who are more 

papist than the pope.” ( Terrence McCoy ,“Did Pope Francis just call and say 

divorced Catholics can take Communion?” The Washington Post 24 April 2014 

[https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2014/04/24/ 

did-pope-francis-just-call-and-say-divorced-catholics-can-take-communion/]). 

175 A handful is better because it prevents the priest from punishing a sole 

protestor.  On the other hand, in cases of emergency, consideration for the victim might 

require a solo action no matter what the consequences.  If one or five Eucharistic 

ministers are dismissed from their roles, then a hundred or a thousand should stop 

receiving Communion.  When the ousted Eucharistic minister again returns, those who 

abstained earlier could insist that they receive Communion only from him/her for a time.  

When the priest makes a humble and sincere confession of his sin to the entire parish, 

then those who forgive him can again begin receiving Communion from his hands.  Until 

then, he pollutes the “Body of Christ” that he offers the community. 

176 This practice needs to take place in such a way as not to disrupt the prayer-

life of those who do not wish to take part in the nonviolent resistance.  Consider this 

case, “Homosexual activists disturb Masses, some denied Communion, some steal it 

anyway. . . ,” LifeSiteNews, 16 May 2005 (http://www.tldm.org/News8/ 

homosexualActivistsDisturbMass.htm).  Needless to say, members of the Catholic Taliban 

sometimes needlessly provoke and insult as well.  Consider this case, David Crumm and 

Patricia Montemurri, “3 Gays are Refused Communion with Nation’s Bishops,” Detroit 

Free Press, 13 Nov 2002 (http://www.archives.soulforce.org/2002/11/13/ 

3-gays-are-refused-communion-with-nations-bishops/). 
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177 Knocking on the pews with a foot or with a knuckle is very effective 

because it makes a clear audible disturbance but the source of the disturbance cannot 

be easily localized.  Hissing is also a possible nonviolent form of disapproval.  Some may 

argue that, even in these circumstances, the fundamentalist has the right to be 

respectfully heard.  Others would argue that “hate-speech” and the shunning of 

lesbians and gays for being who God made them to be never has legitimacy. It is a 

religious offense. Furthermore, remember that Jesus chose his Sabbath disturbance in 

the Synagogue at Nazareth precisely because he wanted to give a public voice to his 

own fierce opposition to the Jewish fundamentalists. It should always be remembered 

that whatever nonviolence resistance is undertaken must be undertaken in such a way 

as to be an act of love that seeks the repentance and eventual reconciliation with the 

offender. 

178 Catechism of the Catholic Church, § 2358; CDF, “Considerations Regarding 

Proposals to Give Legal Recognition to Unions Between Homosexual Persons,” §4. 

179 Jack Jenkins, “How San Francisco Catholics Are Pushing Pope Francis’ 

Limits” ThinkProgress, 10 March 2015 (http://thinkprogress.org/lgbt/2015/03/10/3631727/ 

san-francisco-catholics-fighting-lgbt-rights-testing-limits-pope-francis-rhetoric/). 

180 Remember, in Chapter Three, Pope Francis brought the bishops at the two 

Synods back to the place where they could freely speak their minds to each other and 

the necessary means to recover the collegiality required to discover pastoral solutions to 

address the suffering of Catholic families. 

181 In the “Further Resources,” you will find some mind-bending and heart-

rending oral narratives.  This will allow everyone to recognize that there can be no 

abstract code of ethics like the Ratzinger Doctrine that will resolve the issues associated 

with homosexuality.  This is the reason that I have not been tempted to supply a code of 

ethics to replace the sorely defective work of Cardinal Ratzinger.  If you are a life-long 

expert in IBM computers, you cannot hope to provide a solid set of rules for maintaining 

and using Apple computers.  So, too, someone who is a heterosexual cannot hope to 

provide, in isolation, a solid code of ethics for homosexuals.  It remains, therefore, for 

homosexuals to dialogue with each other to address their ethical questions on their own 

behalf.  Heterosexuals can be invited to listen and to learn and to advise—but surely not 

to imagine that they are experts in a realm that they can only know second-hand.  The 

intellectual arrogance of men like Cardinal Ratzinger is staggering.   

182 https://medium.com/synapse/the-great-reversal-e6fc788a6541#.10uwafp4f   

For details of what information was disseminated and what protests were planned, see  

http://www.teachacceptance.org/past-events/ 

183 Some commentators take Mark 2:28 to be an assertion of Jesus’ authority to 

act like God, who is the Lord of the Sabbath.  “To claim then to be Lord of the Sabbath 

was essentially to claim to be God.”  This appears to me to be a mistaken 

understanding. Jesus is not pulling rank; rather, he is saying that everyone (his disciples 

and David included) has the right to judge when exceptional circumstances warrant 

setting aside the normal rules for “the day of rest.”  Far from asserting his own authority, 

Jesus is affirming the right of his disciples (and of David) to judge such matters for 

themselves without any need to “get permission” from the Pharisees or from the priests.  

Notice, too, that David did not ask permission to take the special loaves reserved for the 

priests even though they were easily to be found in the temple. 
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Scholars have noticed that the “son of man” sayings in the Gospels go in two 

directions.   At times Jesus uses “son of man” as an oblique reference to himself (e.g., 

Mark 2:10, 8:31, 9:9, 9:31).  At other times, Jesus clearly used “son of man” to refer to a 

heavenly being who will come in the end time to gather the elect and to judge the 

living and the dead (Mark 8:38, 13:26, 14:62).  The Book of Enoch and Dan. 7 specifically 

support this latter use of “Son of Man.”   

Mark 2:28 doesn’t harmonize easily in either of these two directions.  Mark 2:27 

says, in effect, that ‘the Sabbath was made to serve humankind, and not humankind 

made to serve the Sabbath.’  Jesus, after all, is supporting the right of his disciples to 

decide for themselves whether they are permitted to take the edge off their hunger on 

the Sabbath.  They don’t ask anyone for permission.  They don’t even ask Jesus.  Hence, 

Mark 2:28 has the sense of meaning ‘it therefore follows that everyone [every ‘son of a 

man’] has authority to decide how to keep the Sabbath.’  The Pharisees might have 

been inclined to accept such a judgment because they believed that every Jew had 

the right to learn to read and to interpret the Torah for themselves.   

184 It is not exactly right to say they make no exceptions.  Taking the case of 

tubal ligations, we saw how Kukla (following the teaching of the Vatican) allows it in 

some well-defined circumstances.  So far so good.  The menace of fundamentalism is 

that it gives men like Kukla ironclad rules that they blindly impose upon themselves and 

upon all other Catholics as well.  When you check online, you will find a woman asking 

Kukla whether she can have sexual relations with her husband if her reasons for getting 

a tubal ligation were immoral.  “This greatly concerns me!” she says.  What is going on 

here?  Kukla is promoting this woman’s entry into a destructive fundamentalism.  ‘Think 

like me and you will be saved,’ says Kukla.  Can you imagine the suffering that would be 

inflicted on her husband if this woman would decide that her operation was a 

“permanent contraceptive” that required of her that she never make love to her 

husband again?  Jesus says, “They tie up heavy burdens, hard to bear, and lay them on 

the shoulders of others; but they themselves are unwilling to lift a finger to move them” 

(Matt. 23:4).  To understand Pope Francis in a case such as this, see n. 169.  

185 Robert H. Gundry, Mark: A Commentary on his Apology for the Cross (Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 153. 

186 Used twice: http://prolife365.com/those-awaiting-the-synod-to-redefine-the-

churchs-dogmatic-teachings-on-marriage-will-be-greatly-disappointed/ and  

http://prolife365.com/problems-with-gay-marriage/ 

187 Thomas Aquinas makes the point that anger is the passion that naturally 

arises when justice is being denied.  “Far from being a sin, ira [Latin: anger] is a positive 

good when directed by reason” (II-II. 158. 8 ad 2).  Thus, some theologians argue that 

“not being angry at times may, given the circumstances, constitute a sin” (Robert Miner, 

“Thomas Aquinas on the Passions: A Study of Summa Theologiae, 1a2ae 22-48,” p. 286). 

188 My source for this data can be found here: http://www.hrc.org/press-

releases/entry/hrc-delivers-letter-to-vatican-addressing-growing-concern-on-anti-lgbt-

stan 

189 DignityUSA, founded in 1969, is the nation's largest organization of Catholic 

lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, and transgender persons, and their loved ones, families 

and friends.  It is tragic that conservative U.S. bishops made it impossible for the drafting 

committee to even invite the feedback of DignityUSA when composing its pastoral 
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letter.   For an overview of the early support of DignityUSA by bishops and the shift in 

1986, see https://www.dignityusa.org/history 

190 https://www.dignityusa.org/press/dignityusa-disappointed-and-saddened-

us-catholic-bishops-dilution-always-our-children-message 

191 U.S. Catholic Bishops' Committee on Marriage and Family, “Always Our 

Children: A Pastoral Message to Parents of Homosexual Children and Suggestions for 

Pastoral Ministers,” 1997 (http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-

dignity/homosexuality/always-our-children.cfm) 

192 Bishop Gumbleton is masterfully doing narrative theology here.  By telling his 

story of how he developed a knee-jerk repugnance for homosexuality, he is saying to his 

hearers that this is how almost all of us Catholics have nurtured such a strong repulsion 

for homosexuality.  In just a moment, he will show how he could not go forward to 

embrace his brother until he had taken the time to defuse his own dark moral prejudice 

against homosexual activity. 

193 I admire Bishop Gumbleton and we have spent some wonderful times 

together; hence, I don’t want to be harsh when I say that he is making a categorical 

error here.  As a priest and as a bishop, he had to come to grips with his sexuality 

because of the vow of celibacy that he took before being ordained as a deacon.  A 

sixteen year old who has day dreams and night dreams of finding a beloved of the 

same sex and orientation has no inclination or need for  a vow of celibacy.  Tom 

Gumbleton was enamored by the priestly calling when he took his vow of celibacy. A 

sixteen year old is contemplating a lifelong quest for friendship and intimacy—quite 

another calling, to be sure, one that has no association with celibacy whatsoever.  The 

celibacy of a priest frees his energies for entering into the hearts and minds of his large 

parish family.  The celibacy of the adolescent is a temporary state of affairs: once true 

love calls, this celibacy will slowly evaporate into the increasingly captivating rites of 

love making. 

194 Former Irish President Mary McAleese has warned that the Catholic 

Church’s teaching on homosexuality is "evil." Highlighting the experiences of her son 

Justin McAleese, a married gay man, she said “the church has a lot to answer for.”  

He used to rush out in the morning; he was the first out to mass, loved being an 

altar boy, loved the church; loved the magic and the mystique of it. And then 

to discover when he was in his teens that that same church has a view on him 

which is inimical to the way God made him and to retreat into the shadows of 

self-doubt, of misery, of being really frightened. That is un-Christian; that is 

worse than uncharitable in my view; that has to stop. 

(https://www.irishexaminer.com/breakingnews/ireland/mary-mcaleese-

brands-catholic-teaching-on-homosexuality-evil-852119.html) 

For Mary McAleese’s 24-minute video, go to 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y7laFwqGIvE 

195 Interview with Thomas Gumbleton  

 http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/pope/sex/gumbleton.html  
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196 Richard McCormick, SJ, “Theologians and the Magisterium,” Corrective 

Vision, Explorations in Moral Theology, Sheed & Ward (now a subsidiary of Rowman & 

Littlefield Publishers, Inc., Landham, Maryland) 1994, 95. See also John M. Swomley, “The 

Pope and the Pill” (http://www.population-security.org/swom-98-02.htm). 

197 The New York Times reported that “Cardinal Jorge Mario Bergoglio . . . spoke 

out in a heated meeting of bishops in 2010 and advocated a highly unorthodox 

solution: that the church in Argentina support the idea of civil unions for gay couples” 

(https://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/20/world/americas/pope-francis-old-colleagues-

recall-pragmatic-streak.html). 

198 http://www.churchonfire.net/2018/08/02/how-marriage-has-changed-over-

centuries/ 

199 The pill bug is the only crustacean that can spend its entire life on land. Their 

shells look like armor and they are known for their ability to roll into a ball. Sometimes 

children call them rollie-pollies. Most pill bugs live for up to two years. They are most 

active at night.  They do not carry diseases or contaminate food. 

200 Before 1973, homosexuality was considered as a "mental illness", at least by 

the psychiatrists that authored edition 2 of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 

Mental Disorders (DSM-II).  In edition 3, it was reclassified as normal 

201 I leave it to my reader to discover the multiple layers of suspicion and 

misinformation that have been brought together in this example.  

Source=http://www.jesus-is-savior.com/ 

Evils%20in%20America/Sodomy/how_to_respond.htm 

202 Since I attended Catholic schools from kindergarden on up, religious 

training was very significant for me and for my parents as well.  From the Gospels, I 

learned that the Pharisees were Jews that stubbornly opposed Jesus and his teaching.  I 

pitied Jews because of this.  They had locked themselves within a false religion and 

would be judged by God on the Last Day for their bad judgment.  When bad things 

happened to Jews, therefore, it seemed to me that they were getting what they justly 

deserved.  No one ever told me that most contemporary Jews were not like the 

Pharisees and that Judaism had been changing for two thousand years after the death 

of Jesus.  As a result, when I heard the Gospel stories of how Jesus clashed with the 

Pharisees, I thought that I was discovering how living Jews were mindless hypocrites who 

opposed the moderation in Jesus’ message.  When I interacted with Jews, therefore, I 

was projecting upon them the mindset found in the Gospels.  As a result, I was highly 

critical of Judaism for a long time before I actually met my first Jew. 

203 In 1955, my family and I attended Holy Cross Catholic Church. I remember 

that the Sunday sermons often contained admonitions not to violate the 3rd 

Commandment by doing unnecessary work on the “Lord’s Day” (known as “the day of 

rest”).  Our sermons distinguished between necessary and unnecessary work.  Necessary 

work included mom’s preparing family meals and children washing the dishes.  Some 

dads had to work as firemen or policemen.  Unnecessary work consisted of activities like 

“mowing the lawn” or “painting the house” or “shopping for food”—things that could 

easily be taken care of on Saturdays.  At this point of time, most stores and shopping 

malls were closed on Sundays.   Happily Mr. Martin’s Dry Goods Store was among them.    
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I have not heard from the pulpit an admonition to refrain from unnecessary 

work on Sundays for the past forty years.  It reveals something about myself when I say 

that I kept this practice faithfully into the 1990s when members of my own family began 

to playfully chide me for maintaining a “rigorist mindset.” 

204 Here is what I learn from my story: 

 While I was growing up as a good, practicing Catholic, I could not be relied upon 

to correctly understand Judaism and Jews because my pious upbringing was shot-

through with misinformation and prejudices.   

 The conviction that I belonged to the “true religion” is not a protection against the 

“toxic errors” hidden within the fabric of my tradition.  

 When I encountered my first Jew, Mr. Martin, I doubted that he would be able to 

treat me and my religious obligations fairly.  Mr. Martin, likewise, was uncertain 

whether I could be trusted in money matters. 

 My spontaneous honesty when turning in the $20 without expecting a reward 

changed the way that Mr. Martin regarded me.  Mr. Martin also passed my tests 

with flying colors.   

 Only when I began to admire Mr. Martin did I, for the first time, feel concerned 

about his financial and eternal welfare.  The breakdown of my anti-Jewish 

prejudices came only because I had met one Jew that did not deserve eternal 

hellfire. 

205 A few years back, I wrote that this experience of finding a theological 

loophole  to save Mr. Martin was my first clue that I had a calling to be a theologian.  I 

was sixteen at the time and my passion was to study physics and chemistry.  I had to 

wait ten years before my discernment on this issue was clear enough such that I began 

to formally study theology.   

206 Since then, the official Catholic position on this issue has changed.  Infants 

who die without receiving Baptism are now expected to enjoy the Kingdom of Heaven 

along with their families.  The official reason for revising this judgment is as follows: 

Being endowed with reason, conscience and freedom, adults are responsible 

for their own destiny in so far as they accept or reject God’s grace. Infants, 

however, who do not yet have the use of reason, conscience and freedom, 

cannot decide for themselves. Parents experience great grief and feelings of 

guilt when they do not have the moral assurance of the salvation of their 

children, and people find it increasingly difficult to accept that God is just and 

merciful if he excludes infants, who have no personal sins, from eternal 

happiness, whether they are Christian or non-Christian. From a theological 

point of view, the development of a theology of hope and an ecclesiology of 

communion, together with a recognition of the greatness of divine mercy, 

challenge an unduly restrictive view of salvation (THE HOPE OF SALVATION FOR 

INFANTS WHO DIE WITHOUT BEING BAPTISED, sec. 2, 2006 

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_

con_cfaith_doc_20070419_un-baptised-infants_en.html). 

207 For those who wish to follow up my thoughts on this issue, please see my 

entire account in Aaron Milavec, Salvation Is from the Jews: Reflections on Saving 

Grace within Judaism and on Messianic Hope within Christianity (Liturgical Press, 2007). 
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208 http://faithandheritage.com/2018/08/racial-reconciliation-is-a-gospel-

imperative/#comment-4022038856 

209 http://faithandheritage.com/2018/08/racial-reconciliation-is-a-gospel-

imperative/#comment-4022038856 

210 Pics from the Cleveland riots can be seen here: 

https://images.search.yahoo.com/yhs/search?p=race+riots+in+Cleveland+1965 

211 https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2017/02/05/513144736/did-i-get-

james-baldwin-wrong 

212 http://www.contemplativemind.org/practices/tree/loving-kindness 

213 Baldwin was here referring to the illusion that the USA has established a 

nearly perfect society.  The words of Balwin apply equally well to the illusion held by 

conservative Christians that the family endorsed by the Bible was always one man and 

one woman. 

214 https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2017/02/05/ 

513144736/did-i-get-james-baldwin-wrong 

215 Exchanges hereafter are found at http://magazine.biola.edu/article/16-

winter/how-should-christians-respond-to-gay-friends-or-fa/ 

216 Michael Polanyi and Thomas Kuhn have provided detailed explanations as 

to how communities function to maintain a belief system and how these same 

communities are divided when a pioneering discovery provides a new theory that 

claims to provide a superior understanding of the phenomenon being studied.  

Interested persons should begin with Aaron Milavec, "'If I Join Forces with Mr. Kuhn . . .': 

Polanyi and Kuhn as Mutually Supportive and Corrective," Polanyiana (Budapest) 3/1 

(1993) 56-74. Reprinted in Richard Gelwick, ed., From Polanyi to the 21st Century 

(Proceedings of a Centennial Conference, Kent State University, The Polanyi Society, 

1997) 224-259. 

217 In Appendix 8 you will find a half-dozen case studies that present in vivid 

detail the trauma parents experience when their child first discloses that s/he is gay. 

218 In my way of seeing it, “ignorance” is a term too cold and too abstract for 

what one is dealing with here.  I would have preferred “false beliefs” or “mistaken fears.”   

219 The education referred to here means being able to evoke the curiosity 

necessary to hear and to credit an account of a life that, up to this point, has been 

largely lived in secret.   

220 The story continues at https://www.huffingtonpost.com/ 

entry/why-do-parents-reject-their-lgbtq-children_us_58b9a3f7e4b0fa65b844b26d 

221 What Tess means to say is that “you will  not try to talk me out of being a 

lesbian.” 

222 What the pastor fails to take into account is that Tess, in order to embrace 

who she knows herself to be, had to distance herself entirely from the God her father 

was preaching.  Whether her father fashioned a God friendly to himself while, at the 

same time, being a toxic enemy to his beloved daughter, he would have to find out.   
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223 The story continues at https://www.christianitytoday.com/ 

pastors/2014/may-online-only/when-my-daughter-saidim-gay.html 

224 The story continues at https://www.rollingstone.com/ 

culture/culture-news/the-forsaken-a-rising-number-of-homeless-gay-teens-are-being-

cast-out-by-religious-families-46746/ 

225 Interested persons can find a shorter version and commentary here: 

http://www.thebodyissacred.org/body/obsession.asp 

226 Not a week passes when I don’t find gay and lesbian relationships being 

portrayed in contemporary films.  Thus, The Imitation Game is not so exceptional today.  

Fifty years ago, such a film would have been unthinkable.  The media, consequently, 

plays a significant role in normalizing same-sex attraction and increasingly, sitcoms like 

Will and Grace and Modern Family, as well as the award winning drama, Glee, function 

to break stereotypes and encourage viewers to identify and empathize with gay 

people.  As Americans have come to know same-sex couples and to allow their 

stereotypes to be challenged, the media has taken an active role in reflecting the 

changed environment wherein gays and straights interact. 

227 We know that Joseph Ratzinger joined the “Hitler Youth” and was 

accordingly groomed to idolize the Nazi socialist agenda.  But this participation was 

compulsory after 1936 for all youths, 10 to 17 years of age.  For details, see 

https://www.ushmm.org/propaganda/themes/indoctrinating-youth/  According to 

Wikipedia, “Following his 14th birthday in 1941, Ratzinger was conscripted into the Hitler 

Youth—as membership was required by law for all 14-year-old German boys after March 

1939—but was an unenthusiastic member who refused to attend meetings, according 

to his brother.”  I leave it for the historians to sort out the conflict of details and the 

reliability of their sources.  

All in all, Ratzinger has never been prone to reveal much about his early 

influences. When he does allow us to see something, he carefully decides what he 

wants us to see.  He never refers to any personal weaknesses and never discloses serious 

failings in the performance of his duties. 

During his youth, one can safely conjecture that it was normal for German 

boys to despise homosexuals [just as I was in my youth].  Unlike Ratzinger, however, I was 

curious about gays and open to listening to lesbians, and this allowed me to gradually 

cast off the loads of misconceptions that I had assimilated in my youth.  For Ratzinger, 

however, no such conversion (as far as I can detect) ever took place.  Most importantly, 

he never had the least intimation that his “visceral repulsion” to gays was anything but 

his “moral repulsion” for the gay lifestyle.   

Examining his theology of homosexuality, one can conclude that he would 

only be comfortable with a gay who was “unsexed” by the Church.  One might even 

conclude that Ratzinger prepared for the coming of the Kingdom of God by imposing a 

sort of theological castration on all gays.   A case could be made for showing that the 

Nazi assessment of gays as “sexual degenerates” corresponds to Ratzinger’s absolute 

assessment of gays as “intrinsically disordered.” For the Nazis, “sexual degenerates” 

were outlawed primarily because they were unable/unwilling to father children for the 

Third Reich.  This corresponds almost exactly to Ratzinger’s notion that the “disorder” of 

  

https://www.ushmm.org/propaganda/themes/indoctrinating-youth/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hitler_Youth
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hitler_Youth
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homosexuality consists primarily in the fact that they cannot “fulfill the divine command 

to be fruitful and to multiply.”   

Among Ratzinger’s advocates, he is affirmed in these terms: 

Under Hitler, Ratzinger says he watched the Nazis twist and distort the truth. 

Their lies about Jews, about genetics, were more than academic exercises. 

People died by the millions because of them. The church's service to society, 

Ratzinger concluded, is to stand for absolute truths that function as boundary 

markers: Move about within these limits, but outside them lies disaster. (posted 

by blostopher.e, 16 Sept 2003, post #387, https://www.tapatalk.com/groups/ 

theratzingerforum/ratzinger-and-the-nazis-t1064.html 

Among his critics, one finds this sobering response to the above praise: 

I'm not concerned with Ratzinger's [Nazi] past, what frightens me is his current 

position. . . .  He seems to me to be, in the name of fighting a Nazi-like 

perspective of the world, in fact contributing to it [for example: 

https://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all

&address=104x3514470] in our own time. This is because, whenever we look at 

History, it becomes apparent that oppressive and manipulative societies were 

created by the lack of fundamental freedom and respect for others' opinions. . 

. .  We are still being deceived by the promise of exaltation and of 'being of 

special help', of grandeur, that being in the possession of 'The Truth' 

purportedly brings. Instead of becoming better lovers we bind ourselves to 

judge others and to become an instrument, not of love, but of condemnation 

and oppression.  It is not the past that frightens me. It is the repetition of the 

past. (posted by peter22, 29 Sept 2003, post #1) 

228 https://www.irishexaminer.com/breakingnews/ireland/mary-mcaleese-

brands-catholic-teaching-on-homosexuality-evil-852119.html 

229 https://www.ncronline.org/news/people/redemptorist-fr-tony-flannery-

celebrates-mass-after-five-year-ban 

230 For full details here, see http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-

opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/ 

231 “Pope Francis’s Opening Remarks at Synod” (Full Text) 

(http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/) 

232 Cardinal Pell, Pope Francis' former finance minister, was charged last June 

[2017] with sexually abusing multiple people in his Australian home state of Victoria. The 

details of the allegations against the 76-year-old have yet to be released to the public, 

though police have described the charges as "historical" sexual assault offenses — 

meaning the crimes allegedly occurred decades ago.  He is scheduled to stand trial.  

Pope Francis has relieved him of his duties in the Vatican in order that he can prepare to 

defend himself. 

233 This rallying cry is an absurd bluff.  Anyone who has carefully studied church 

history knows that, even in the NT period, the “dogmas” of the disciples of Jesus were 

being stretched, tested, and changed.  See Acts 10, for example, where Peter steps out 

of line and eats with Gentiles and, as a result, he baptizes his meal companions.  When 

he comes back home (Jerusalem), he is roundly criticized: "Why did you go to 

uncircumcised men and eat with them?" (11:3).  In response, Peter does not pull rank 

  

https://www.tapatalk.com/groups/theratzingerforum/memberlist.php?mode=viewprofile&u=1155681&sid=0245c282e91b88e54fcff77c83bf45a3
https://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all&address=104x3514470
https://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all&address=104x3514470
https://www.tapatalk.com/groups/theratzingerforum/memberlist.php?mode=viewprofile&u=1426491&sid=0245c282e91b88e54fcff77c83bf45a3
http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/
http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/
http://datinggod.org/2014/10/06/pope-franciss-opening-remarks-at-synod-full-text/
http://www.orlandosentinel.com/topic/religion-belief/christianity/roman-catholicism/pope-francis-PERLL00123-topic.html
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saying, “Jesus has made me pope, and it is for me to decide what is binding and what can 

be let go.”  Nor does Peter appeal to the teaching of Jesus: “And thus he declared all 

foods clean.”  Rather, Peter has to tell his story and hope to capture the sympathies of his 

critics.  For a complete analysis of eight case studies of doctrinal change, see Aaron 

Milavec, Exploring Scriptural Sources: Rediscovering Discipleship (Sheed & Ward, 1994; 

Rowman & Littlefield, 2004).    

See also John Henry Newman, An Essay on the Development of Christian 

Doctrine, to understand how the notion that Church teaching was “everywhere, always, 

the same” had to be dismantled in order to be faithful to the overwhelming evidence of 

history: “To live is to change; to grow perfect is to have changed often.”     

An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine, reprinted from the 1888 

imprint, “is rightly regarded as one of the most seminal theological works ever 

to be written,” states Ian Ker in his foreword. “It remains,” Ker continues, "the 

classic text for the theology of the development of doctrine, a branch of 

theology which has become especially important in the ecumenical era” 

(http://undpress.nd.edu/books/P00628). 

Thus the rallying cry, “We cannot change dogma” is an empty bluff.  If the 

bishops using this erroneous assertion actually believe it, then they display their culpable 

ignorance of John Henry Newman’s classical work. They need to go back to seminary 

and take a refresher course on the history of doctrine. If they don’t actually believe it, 

then their bluff is in pretending that they do believe it in order to confuse and silence 

their opponents.  Either way, their rallying cry is nothing but an “empty” bluff.  

234 In the last fifty years, we have seen strident attempts to push certain 

teachings into the “doctrine” category when, in their initial formulations, nothing of 

“infallibility” was ever expressly intended.   

The classical case of this fraudulent practice surrounds Humanae Vitae.  Pope 

Paul VI’s absolute condemnation of artificial birth control and his complete 

endorsement of NFP have overwhelmingly been rejected by 95% of the faithful.  

Nonetheless, many sites still take delight in their absolute adherence to Humanae Vitae 

under the guise that it presents infallible doctrine.  See, for example, 

http://catholicism.org/is-humanae-vitae-infallible-teaching-yes.html 

The decision to exclude women from the ordained ministry is also an illustrative 

case.  The original document prepared in 1976 by the CDF says nothing of infallible 

teaching.  When the issue came up again and again, Cardinal Ratzinger worked with 

the partially incapacitated John Paul II to jack the decision up to an “infallible teaching 

due to the ordinary magisterium.”   When the Cardinal became our Pope, the exclusion 

of women was routinely called “infallible.”  For details, see 

http://communio.stblogs.org/A%20long-

simmering%20tension%20over%20creeping%20infallibility%20by%20John%20Allen.pdf & 

http://www.womenpriests.org/teaching/nientied.asp   

235 It should be remembered that Cardinal Ratzinger regarded the homosexual 

inclination as a natural amoral condition.  Homosexual activity, on the other hand, was 

always outside the moral order and had to be condemned.  To do so, he had to 

present a distorted view of homosexual unions that would gain no sympathy 

  

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/tg/detail/-/1556127065/qid=1097701618/sr=8-6/ref=sr_8_xs_ap_i6_xgl14/103-0115370-2331876?v=glance&s=books&n=507846
http://catholicism.org/is-humanae-vitae-infallible-teaching-yes.html
http://communio.stblogs.org/A%20long-simmering%20tension%20over%20creeping%20infallibility%20by%20John%20Allen.pdf
http://communio.stblogs.org/A%20long-simmering%20tension%20over%20creeping%20infallibility%20by%20John%20Allen.pdf
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whatsoever from the bishops.  However, to his credit, he urged bishops to stand up 

against anti-gay violence using the same absolutist tonality: 

It is deplorable that homosexual persons have been and are the object of 

violent malice in speech or in action. Such treatment deserves condemnation 

from the Church's pastors wherever it occurs. It reveals a kind of disregard for 

others which endangers the most fundamental principles of a healthy society. 

The intrinsic dignity of each person must always be respected in word, in 

action and in law (Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Pastoral 

Care of Homosexual Persons, 10). 

236 John Paul II (1978-2005) has had the opportunity to appoint the majority of 

current bishops of the world. They are generally characterized by their fidelity to the 

papacy. As the theologian Richard Gaillardetz pointed out, the successful candidate 

would likely enjoy the patronage of a cardinal; have a Roman education; have served 

in the curia, or as a seminary professor or rector. Most importantly, he would have “no 

record of having written or said anything that might be construed as critical of official 

magisterial pronouncements or Church policies. Notably absent from this list is 

demonstrated ability as pastoral leader. Presumably, this qualification is currently viewed 

as ecclesiastical gravy.” 

Under John Paul II the transfer of bishops from diocese to diocese become 

increasingly common, so much so that it seems like an embarrassing game of episcopal 

musical chairs. Bishops were seldom chosen to govern a diocese where they served as 

priests and were thus strangers to both the priests and people committed to their care. 

The local community had no real knowledge of the new bishop or his behavior in his 

previous diocese. Smaller dioceses were often viewed as stepping-stones to more 

important prizes. (source=http://www.churchauthority.org/resources2/ocallaghan.asp) 

In contrast to this, the first thousand years sanctioned the practice of having 

the local church elect its future bishop under the rubric: “He who governs all must be 

chosen by all.”  Once elected, no cleric was allowed to move to another diocese unless 

special circumstances required it.  See http://www.churchauthority.org/resources2/ 

ocallaghan.asp 

237 https://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/cardinal-marx-endorses-

blessing-ceremonies-for-same-sex-couples-40772 & 

https://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/frankfurt-church-leader-supports-plan-for-

same-sex-blessings-48052 

238 In Mark’s Gospel, there are two storms and, in each case, the disciples are 

on route “to the other side” (4:35, ).  For those who know the geography surrounding the 

Lake of Galilee, the “other side” represents Gentile territory.  For those who don’t know 

the geography, the events “on the other side” are profoundly unsettling.  In the first 

crossing, the disciples meet a very frightening man that “lived among the tombs; and 

no one could restrain him any more, even with a chain” (5:3). Jesus drives out a “legion” 

of demons into a herd of swine who run into the Lake and drown.  Those witnessing this 

beg him to go away.   

During the second crossing, another storm occurs.  Now the frightening event is 

that “when they got out of the boat, people at once recognized him, and rushed about 
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that whole region and began to bring the sick on mats to wherever they heard he was” 

(6:54-55).  Now, overwhelmed by requests, Jesus went into hiding because he “did not 

want anyone to know he was there. Yet he could not escape notice” (7:24, 36).   Then 

“a Gentile woman . . . begged him to cast the demon out of her daughter” (7:26).  She 

becomes the dog that gets the crumbs that fall from the table set for the children (=the 

Jews). Then in the next moment, Jesus asks his disciples to feed four thousand Gentiles 

who have listened to Jesus for a long time.  The disciples balk; they have only seven 

loaves.  Jesus gets them started and they do indeed, despite their little faith, manage to 

feed the four thousand.   

All in all, going “to the other side” in Mark’s Gospel meant a perilous journey to 

the frightening world of the Gentiles.  The storm at sea and the storm in their guts go 

together.  Jesus is ready for extending his message and mission to this new world.  The 

disciples are not.  This is precisely where the hierarchy of the Catholic Church is relative 

to the mission to gays and lesbians.  The disciples of Jesus are scared silly.  Can Jesus 

[=true believers] calm this stormy sea and get the bishops ready for this entirely new 

mission?  Can they possibly learn to share their loaves with them?  Yes, they can.  But first 

the true believers must calm the bishops’ fears.     

239 Full text may be found here: 

https://w2.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/speeches/2015/september/documents/p

apa-francesco_20150923_usa-vescovi.html 

240 https://crooksandliars.com/2018/05/pope-reportedly-tells-gay-man-god-

made-you 


